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ABSTRACT 



This SPEC Kit and Flyer focus on performance evaluation of 
library directors. The survey, included in the SPEC Kit, was sent to all 121 
Association of Research Libraries (ARL) directors; 76 directors (63%) 
responded. The survey asked about factual attributes of director review 
processes, including frequency of review cycles, participants, and outcomes, 
as well as about satisfaction with the process. Results are highlighted in 
the SPEC Flyer in terms of: frequency, lead responsibility, participants, 
guidelines and criteria, related decisions, and satisfaction with the 
process. Suggestions for improvements in the following areas are also 
discussed: measures, context, participant, and feedback. In addition to the 
representative documents, the SPEC Kit includes a list of responding 
institutions, a checklist of recommendations, and selected readings. (AEF) 
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Introduction 

Performance evaluation is a widely acknowledged tool for 
monitoring and promoting effective leadership, an essential 
ingredient for success in any library organization. In 1997, ARL 
directors were surveyed as part of a larger study of director 
review processes that was inirequested by ARUs Leadership and 
Management Committee. The full report of that study, including 
a report of follow-up telephone interviews and a checklist for 
evaluating local review processes, is available as ARL Occasional 
Paper #21. The 1997 survey updates a 1980 survey of this topic 
contained in SPEC Kit #72, Executive Review in ARL Libraries. 

Survey Results 

The survey was sent to all 121 ARL directors. Seventy-six 
directors (63%) responded. The survey asked about factual 
attributes of director review processes, including frequency of 
review cycles, participants, and outcomes, as well as about 
satisfaction with the processes. 

Frequency. Sixty- four (84%) of the responding directors 
reported having some sort of formal performance review. 
Respondents were asked to choose the cycle that was most 
critical in their view if there was more than one cycle. Out of 70 
responses to this question, 32 (46%) identified the five-year cycle 
as the most critical, while 24 (34%) identified the annual cycle. 
Together, these responses accounted for 81% of the total. Six 
directors (8%) reported never having been reviewed, and eight 
(11%) reported other frequencies (biennial, every four years, 
every seven years, and "irregularly"). Twenty-one directors 
(30%) reported having more than one cycle, typically an annual 
review and a five-year review. 

Lead Responsibility. For 36 institutions (59%), the provost 
of the university was the review initiator. For nine (15%) it was 
the vice-president for academic affairs, and for five (8%) it was 
the vice-president for information systems. Other review 
initiators included the university president, vice-provost for 
personnel, a board, and the faculty senate. In most cases, the 
review initiator also conducted the review (43 respondents or 
70%), but in fifteen cases (25%) this responsibility was given to a 
committee. 

Participants. Twenty directors (327o) indicated that no one 
other than the review initiator — the person's direct supervisor — 
participated in the review, while 42 directors (68%) indicated a 
variety of participants in the review process (respondents were 
asked to note all categories that applied): 



O 




Librarians: 


39 (93%) 


Library support staff: 


34 (81%) 


Other deans 


27 (64%) 


Non-library faculty 


25 (60%) 


Student representatives 


24 (57%) 


Library committee 


24 (57%) 


Peers in the profession 




(outside the library) 


17 (40%) 


Faculty senate committee 


12 (29%) 


Alumni 


4 (10%) 



Guidelines and Criteria. Fifty-eight directors responded 
to a question about process guidelines. Twenty-four (41%) noted 
that guidelines were formally established and documented, 
typically in a faculty or administrative handbook. Eighteen 
(31%) indicated that the review initiator developed ad hoc 
process guidelines for the review. Sixteen (28%) responded that 
no specific guidelines for reviews existed. Fifty-four directors 
responded to a question about evaluative criteria used in the 
review process. Twenty (37%) reported that criteria were 
formally established and documented. Nineteen (35%) said that 
criteria were established ad hoc by the review initiator or by the 
director working with that person. Fifteen (28%) reported no 
specific criteria in use. 

Related Decisions. Thirteen responding directors (21%) 
reported that a salary decision was related to the review. Forty- 
four (72%) said there was no related salary decision. Related 
decisions concerning contract renewal or reappointment, 
however, were much more common. Out of 54 directors 
responding, 28 (52%) indicated that such decisions were part of 
the process and 26 (48%) indicated that they were not. 

Satisfaction with the Process. Forty-four directors 
responded to a series of seven items related to various aspects of 
the helpfulness of the review process. Most of the responses 
indicated that directors found the processes at least somewhat 
useful in helping to understand areas for growth and perfor- 
mance improvement and in helping them set goals for the 
library. A majority also found the present frequency of reviews 
satisfactory, though a sizable number of those reviewed only on 
five-year cycles were inclined to want more frequent feedback on 
their performances. 

On several issues, directors were inclined to be less 
satisfied with the review processes. Many felt that reviews could 



be significantly more useful in providing them with appropriate, 
thoughtful input; in helping them understand institutional goals 
and priorities; and in enabling them to convey key messages to 
their parent institutions. The least satisfactory aspect of reviews 
for respondents was that many processes did not indicate a 
sufficient appreciation of the special problems and issues related 
to the director's library. 

Changes, Improvements 

Though a few directors were happy with their review 
processes just as they were, several commented on improvements 
that could be made in four key areas: measures, context, partici- 
pants, and feedback. 

Measures. Several directors commented on the need for 
measurable criteria in their review processes, as well as clear 
goals that they would be evaluated against. In some cases, this 
was a plea for clearer institutional goals within which the library 
could not only evaluate the director's effectiveness but also its 
planning and budgeting. Overall, directors who commented 
wanted to be measured against realistic expectations — expecta- 
tions that had been discussed and negotiated. For many, the 
quality of the discussions leading to those expectations was just 
as important as the expectations themselves. Directors therefore 
wanted sufficient time, especially with those to whom they 
reported directly, to develop effective expectations. 

Context. Several contextual issues were presented in the 
comments. One common theme was that many processes were 
too generic — typically developed for all university deans — and 
not suitably applicable nor very useful for directors of libraries. 
Another theme was the confusion often found in the participants 
(confusion that appears to grow as the process becomes more 
inclusive), concerning who or what is being evaluated. Is the 
director's performance being reviewed? Or is it the library's 
performance? How closely are these two related? Do partici- 
pants understand the fiscal and policy constraints the director is 
working within? Do they understand the goals and expectations 
for the performance? Do they have sufficient contextual informa- 
tion to make a reasoned judgement about what is attributable to 
the director's leadership and what may be unavoidable about the 
total context? 

Participants. Comments on this aspect of the review 
process varied greatly according to the directors' experience of 
reviews in their institutions. Three respondents expressed 
interest in outside participation, either a visiting committee or a 
single peer reviewer. Several directors felt another dean with 
similar responsibilities might be an important addition to the 
process, especially someone who understood the challenges of 
administrative leadership; one felt that all participants should 
indicate the knowledge basis for their assessments of the 
director — the frequency and nature of contact. Several comments 
reflected on the less than useful — even counterproductive — 



outcomes of anonymous participation in the review process, 
especially when poorly managed. 

Feedback. A few directors commented on the quality and 
usefulness of the feedback received in the review process. The 
principal problem identified was feedback that is too general or 
vague, sometimes including lists of comments from participants 
without any indication of trends or areas for concern. 

Conclusion 

Formal evaluation of the directors of ARL Libraries is an 
established and growing fixture of campus human relations 
programs. In 1980, few directors had formal reviews and only 
about half of respondents were reviewed informally. Today, a 
sizable majority of directors (84%) have formal reviews, and a 
significant number have two review cycles, typically one and 
five-year cycles. 

Like most people in the world of work, ARL directors value 
fair and effective performance evaluation processes that give 
them useful data about how they have been doing and what they 
might do to improve. Several process changes are suggested by 
the results of this survey. Formal director review processes 
should have formal written process guidelines and criteria; 
ideally, these should not be generic but should relate to the 
responsibilities of the library director. Evaluation should be 
conducted against clear goals and related performance expecta- 
tions. Contributors to the evaluation should be aware of perfor- 
mance context, especially when there are special circumstances 
over which the director has had no control, and they should be 
educated about the roles and responsibilities of library directors 
as well as the problems and issues they face. Infrequent perfor- 
mance reviews should be supplemented by interim reviews, 
either formal or informal, so that the director can make course 
corrections if necessary. 

This Flyer and Kit were prepared by George J. Soete, ARL/OLMS 
Organizational Development Consultant, as part of a larger 
study of director review processes in ARL libraries. 

See also: Performance Evaluation of Library Directors: A Study in 
Current Practice and a Checklist of Recommendations, published as 
OLMS Occasional Paper #21. 

SPEC Flyer (ISSN 0160 3574) © 1998 by the Association of Research 
Libraries. ARL grants blanket permission to reproduce this 
information for educational use as long as complete attribution is 
given. For commercial use, requests should be sent to the ARL 
Publications Department, Association of Research Libraries, 21 
Dupont Circle, Washington, DC 20036. SPEC Kits and Flyers are 
available by subscription and single issue. 
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Systems and Procedures Exchange Center: 

Supporting Effective library Management For 
Over Twenty Years 

Committed to assisting research and academic libraries in the continuous 
improvement of management systems, OLMS has worked with its constituents since 
1970 to seek the best practices for meeting the needs of users. The OLMS Information 
Services Program maintains an active publications program best known for its Systems 
and Procedures Exchange Center (SPEC) Kits. Through the OLMS Collaborative 
Research/ Writing Program, librarians work with OLMS staff in joint research and 
writing projects. Participants and staff work together in survey design, writing, and 
editing publications that provide valuable insights and management perspectives on 
emerging trends, issues, and concerns of the academic and research library community. 
Originally established as an information source for ARL member libraries, the SPEC 
program has grown to serve the needs of the library community worldwide. 

What Are SPEC Kits and Flyers? 

Published ten times per year, SPEC Kits and Flyers contain the most valuable, 
up-to-date information on the latest issues of concern to libraries and librarians today. 
SPEC Kits and Flyers are the result of a program of surveys on a variety of topics related 
to current practice and management of library programs in the ARL membership. The 
SPEC Flyer is a summary of the status of a current area of interest. It comments on the 
present situation, reports on the results of an ARL membership survey, and forecasts 
future trends. The SPEC Kit contains the SPEC Flyer and the best representative 
supporting documentation from the survey in the form of policy statements, handbooks, 
manuals, cost studies, user studies, procedure statements, planning materials, and issue 
summaries. A valuable feature of each SPEC Kit is its selected reading list containing the 
most current literature available on the topic for further study. 

Subscribe to SPEC Kits 

Subscribers tell us that the information contained in SPEC Kits and Flyers is 
valuable to a variety of users, both inside and outside the library. The documentation 
found in SPEC Kits is a good point of departure for research and problem solving. SPEC 
Kits and Flyers lend immediate authority to proposals and aid in setting standards for 
designing programs or writing procedure statements. SPEC Kits function as an 
important reference tool for library administrators, staff, students, and professionals in 
allied disciplines who many not have access to this kind of information. 

SPEC Kits and Flyers can be ordered directly from the ARL Office of Leadership 
and Management Services or through your library vendor or subscription agent. For 
more information, contact the ARL Publications Department at (202) 296-2296, fax (202) 
872-0884, or <pubs@arl.org>. Information on this and other OLMS products and 
services can be found on the ARL Web site <http://www.arl.org/>. The Web site for 
SPEC Kits and Flyers is <http://www.arl.org/spec/specdesc.html>. 
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Survey Results 



Association of Research Libraries 




Spec Survey: Evaluating Academic Library Directors 



August 1, 1997 

To: ARL Directors 

From: George J. Soete 

ARL/OLMS Organizational Development Consultant 



In 1980, ARL conducted a survey on the executive review process for ARL Directors. The results were published in 
SPEC Kit Number 72, March 1981. At the request of the ARL Management Committee, this project is being conducted to 
update the earlier effort with broader participation. The project has another, more important purpose, however: to 
provide ARL Directors and review initiators with guidelines and models that will assist in making executive reviews 
fair, effective, and useful. The publication resulting from this project will be aimed at this practical goal and is targeted 
for release in fall, 1997. We hope you agree that this is an important project and that you will return the completed 
survey as soon as possible. 



1. How often does the library dean/ director receive a performance evaluation? (Note: If you have two or more 

periodic review cycles — for example, an annual informal review conversation with your provost and a 
formal review every five years conducted by a university committee on which your continuing appointment 
depends — please choose the cycle which is the more critical or important in your estimation. Please also 
check the box at the end of this question if the statement applies to you: we may want to follow up with you in 
a telephone interview). 



Annually 24 

Biennially 2 

Every five years 32 

Other frequency (please specify): 

Seven years 2 

Four years 1 

Irregularly 3 

Never 6 

I have more than one review cycle, 
but for this questionnaire I am focusing 
on the one that is most critical in my view. 2 1 




21 Dupont Circle 
Washington, DC 20036 
202 296 2296 telephone 
202 872 0884 fax 
http: / / www.arl.org/ 
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2 . 



Who initiates the review? 



Provost/ Vice President/Other University Administer to Whom You Report 

Please supply exact title: 

Other (please specify): 



Provost 36 

V.P.- Academic Affairs 9 

Other V.P. 5 

Board 3 

Assoc. Acad. V.P. 1 

Senate 1 

Vice-Chancellor 1 



3. Who conducts the review? 



Same as response to question #2. 43 

Other (please specify): 

Committee 15 

Board. 2 

President 1 



4. Please check all who participate in the evaluation. 



Librarians 39 

Library staff 34 

Non-library faculty 25 

Student representatives 24 

Other deans 27 

Library committee 24 

Faculty senate committee 1 2 

Alumni 4 

Peers in the profession outside the University 1 7 

Others (please list): 

Computer Center Staff 1 

Board 3 

Physical Plant 1 

Financial Services 1 

Public Relations Director 1 

Campus-wide 3 
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5. 



Please characterize the evaluation process guidelines used in the director evaluation. 



Formally established and documented (please supply a copy). 24 

Established by the reviewer, ad hoc. 1 8 

No specific guidelines are used. 1 6 

Other (please comment). 2 



6. Please characterize the evaluation criteria by which the director is evaluated. 



Formally established and documented (please supply a copy). 20 

Established by the reviewer, ad hoc. 1 9 

No specific criteria. 15 

Other (please comment). 2 



7. Are there written criteria against which the review is conducted? 

Yes 21 

No 35 

If yes, please be sure to supply a copy of the written criteria with the documentation that you send us. 



8. Is a salary decision attached to the review? 

Yes 13 

No 43 



9. Is contract renewal or reappointment a part of the process? 

Yes 28 

No 26 



10. Does the evaluation procedure include a conversation with the director's immediate superior? 

Yes 46 

No 7 

1 1 . Are there periodic performance assessment conversations with the immediate superior or with others between 
the regular, documented evaluations? 

Yes 28 

No 24 
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12 . 



Please give your impression of how helpful the review process is in the following areas. Circle one number 
each scale. 

a. The process helps me understand areas for growth and improvement in my performance. 



Very Helpful 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Not Helpful 
















N = 44 


10 


18 


6 


7 


3 





b. The process helps me understand institutional goals and priorities. 



Very Helpful 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Not Helpful 
















N = 44 


6 


13 


11 


5 


9 





c. The process helps me set goals for the Library. 



Very Helpful 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Not Helpful 
















N = 44 


9 


16 


11 


5 


9 





d The process helps me convey key messages to my parent institution. 



Very Helpful 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Not Helpful 
















N=43 


9 


16 


8 


5 


5 





e. The review is conducted frequently enough to be useful to me. 



Very Helpful 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Not Helpful 
















N = 44 


10 


10 


13 


4 


5 





f. The review process indicates an appreciation of the special problems and issues related to my library. 



Very Helpful 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Not Helpful 
















N = 43 


7 


10 


12 


9 


5 





g The review process provides me with appropriate, thoughtful input of useful depth. 



Very Helpful 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Not Helpful 
















N = 44 


7 


14 


9 


11 


3 
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13 . 



What changes or improvements would you suggest in the process for your institution? Please comment here 
or in an attachment. 



14. Can you supply documentation related to the process of executive review in your institution? Of particular 
interest are written procedures, criteria, forms, etc., used in the process. Please send documentation with your 
response. 

Yes, documentation is enclosed or is being faxed with this survey 

Yes, documentation will follow 

There is documentation, but 1 cannot supply it 

There is no documentation 



15. Would you be willing to be interviewed by phone as a follow-up to this survey? If so, please list your 

telephone number here: 

Telephone number: 



16. Other comments? Please write them here or attach (or fax) on a separate sheet. 
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Responding Institutions 



University of Alabama 

University of Alberta 

University of Arizona 

Arizona State University 

Boston Public Library 

Brigham Young University 

Brown University 

University of California-Davis 

University of Calif omia-Irvine 

University of Calif omia-Los Angeles 

Center for Research Libraries 

University of Chicago 

University of Cincinnati 

University of Colorado 

Colorado State University 

Columbia University 

Cornell University 

Duke University 

University of Florida 

Florida State University 

University of Georgia 

Georgia Institute of Technology 

University of Hawaii 

University of Houston 

University of Illinois-Chicago 

University of Illinois-Urbana 

University of Iowa 

Iowa State University 

University of Kansas 

Kent State University 

University of Kentucky 

Linda Hall Library 

Louisiana State University 

McGill University 

McMaster University 

University of Maryland 

University of Massachusetts 

Michigan State University 
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University of Minnesota 
University of Missouri 
National Library of Canada 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
University of New Mexico 
University of North Carolina 
University Libraries of Notre Dame 
Ohio University 
Oklahoma State University 
University of Oregon 
Pennsylvania State University 
Princeton University 
University of Rochester 
University of Saskatchewan 
Smithsonian Institution 
University of South Carolina 
Southern Illinois University 
SUNY-Albany 
SUNY-Buffalo 
SUNY-Stony Brook 
Syracuse University 
University of Tennessee 
University of Texas 
Texas A&M University 
Texas Tech University 
University of Toronto 
Tulane University 
University of Utah 
Vanderbilt University 
University of Virginia 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 

University of Washington 

Washington State University 

Washington University 

University of Waterloo 

Yale University 

York University 
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Introduction 



Several directors submitted documents used in the director evaluation processes in their institutions. Selected 
documents are presented here with brief annotations. 

Though there appears to be much solid practice in them, ARL does not necessarily endorse the processes 
described in these documents and offers them only as tools for exploring options as institutions consider modifications 
in their executive review processes. 

University of Alabama. This document, Associate Provosts/Administrative Deans: Performance Review and 
Development, suggests a very detailed, carefully documented process, similar in some ways to non-administrative staff 
evaluation processes. Featured are six core performance factors (leadership, management, budgeting, collaboration, 
public relations, and diversity), specific actions, and measurement indicators that demonstrate effective performance in 
each factor. The Alabama director is reviewed every five years. 

University of Colorado. Section II of Terms of Appointment and Review and Evaluation of Administrative 
Officers lays out a three-cycle review process: 1) annual reviews related to compensation adjustment; 2) preliminary 
administrative review, conducted for new appointees during the last year or two of their first five-year cycle; and 3) 
comprehensive five-year reviews. Distinctive features of the process include: 

a list of standard criteria that those being reviewed must meet; 

a discussion and agreement between the person being reviewed and the reviewer on other criteria for 
assessment; and 

"an evaluation of the resources and other support needed to ensure that future responsibilities and 
expectations are fulfilled." 

This last feature is worth special attention, as it addresses a concern of some ARL directors that they will be held 
accountable for problems that are really attributable to resource shortages. Here is the relevant text: 

The review shall include an assessment of the resources available to the officer in fulfilling the 
responsibilities of the position. Although care should be exercised to assure that the individual is not held 
accountable for circumstances beyond the person’s direct control or for accomplishments which would also 
require resources beyond those available, it must also be recognized that the ability to manage within the 
constraints of scarce resources may be an expected performance skill. 

Colorado State University. The director is reviewed annually and at five-year intervals. A form letter 
soliciting comment on nine performance criteria for the five-year review is included in the documentation. 

Center for Research Libraries. This library is unusual in the ARL setting in that it is not a university 
library. The director (president) is reviewed annually by the Center's board of directors using the Evaluative Criteria 
for the President's Annual Performance Appraisal. 
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University of Hawaii-Manoa. This document, Procedures for the Evaluation of Deans and Directors, 
describes a review process for deans at the University of Hawaii, including an annual evaluation and a periodic 
comprehensive evaluation. There are seven core criteria, and other criteria may be added in reference to the dean’s 
specific assignment. 

Iowa State University. This brief document. Library Dean Evaluation Procedures, calls for: 1) a self- 
assessment by the dean; and 2) faculty evaluation of the dean using seven criteria, as well as any others that might be 
requested by the provost. 

University of Kansas. This document. Deans' and Directors' Administrative Performance Review, calls for a 
"self-study" from the dean and cites ten criterion areas in which "strengths and weaknesses may be examined." This 
process is interesting for its stipulated time-frame: "The period of time between the first meeting of the review committee 
and submission of the final report should not exceed 90 days." The process also calls for a site visit by the university 
reviewing committee — ^in this case time spent by committee members in the library: "Such visits provide an opportunity 
to verify written documentation, gather additional data, and interview constituent groups and key individuals." 

University of Maryland. This document. Performance Review and Development Process, is the actual form 
used in performance reviews of deans and other academic administrators. The process includes three phases: a) setting 
expectations; b) midway feedback session; and c) final appraisal. Goals, objectives, action plans, and definitions of 
"meets expectations" are negotiated between the director and the supervisor and laid out in detail; performance related 
to each goal is assessed on a five-part scale, from outstanding to unsatisfactory. The form includes a development plan 
which focuses on major strengths, areas for improvement, and action plans. 

University of Nebraska-Lincoln. The first document. Review and Reappointment of Administrative 
Officers, describes the policy for annual and cumulative performance reviews. The second set of documents relates to 
evaluation instruments used by library faculty and staff. The instruments, which are used in evaluations of all deans 
at Nebraska, ask staff to respond to a number of statements using a five-point Likert scale. Also included is a page of 
open-ended questions. 

University of New Mexico. This document, Dean/Associate Dean Annual Progress Report, represents a 
distinctive armual review process which was developed by the present library director. The review is completely 
internal, with all library staff given a chance to comment on the director’s performance. A lengthy, detailed set of 
criteria is included. Again, a form with a five-point Likert scale is used: the form is available on the World Wide Web 
at <www.unm.edu/ -libadmin/ person/ perpolicydeanreview.htm>. 

University of Tennessee. The first document is a long portion of the Report of [the] Senate^Chancellor 
Committee to Implement a Program of Review of Administrators; included in an appendix is a long questiormaire meant 
to be used by faculty in evaluating all academic deans at Tennessee. The second document is the questiormaire that 
was actually used as part of the 1994-95 evaluation process for the present library director. One interesting feature of 
the Termessee process is that individual deans are given aggregated data comparing their results with those of other 
deans. 



Washington State University. This documentation. Questionnaire for Review of the Director of the WSU 
Libraries, is an extensive evaluation sent to all library staff, "plus a random sample of other faculty and students." The 
form uses a four-point Likert scale and focuses on four performance areas for the director as well as one (effectiveness) 
for the library. Of some interest is a request for background information on each evaluator which asks respondents to 
indicate how closely they interact with the director’s office. 
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ASSOCIATE PROVOSTS/ ADMINISTRATIVE DEANS 
PERFORMANCE REVIEW AND DEVELOPMENT 



1. FACTOR: Leadership 

Action Plan: Advocate across the campus the needs and importance of 

graduate and/or undergraduate education. Promote the goals of 
graduate and/or undergraduate education and identify current 
and future issues. Foster the implementation of the campus 
strategic plan. 

Definition of Meeting Expectations: Evidence of effective campus advocacy. 

2. FACTOR: Management 

Action Plan: Establish and maintain an administrative structure that is 

responsive to faculty, students and client needs. This includes 
identification of problems and opportunities, analysis of 
situations, implementations of strategies for problem resolution 
and evaluation of results. 

Definition of Meeting Expectations: Continual review of management structure and 

implementation of appropriate changes to meet changing 
management needs. 

3. FACTOR: Budgeting 

Action Plan: Effectively manage the unit budget. Seek expanded resources for 

academic, research and service programs. Work to improve 
service delivery within the current budget constraints. 

Definition of Meeting Expectations: Determined by effective close out of budget at 

year-end. Evidence of significant new support for academic, 
research and service programs from government, corporate and 
other sponsors. 

4. FACTOR: Interdepartmental, Cross College and Campus Collaboration 

Action Plan: Develop strategies to encourage and facilitate collaboration in 

academic programs and research activities. 

Definition of Meeting Expectations: Evidence demonstrating activities leading to 

successful programs. 
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5. FACTOR: Public Relations 

Action Plan: Develop an effective internal and external communications plan 

that highlights success of the unit by reaching out to existing and 
new audiences. Identify ways in which public relations plan can 
advance the goals of undergraduate and/or graduate education 
and advance the capital campaign. 

Definition of Meeting Expectations: Review of the public relations plan and success in 

meeting goals established. 



6. FACTOR: Diversity 

Action Plan: Develop a climate that encourages recruitment and retention of a 

diverse staff and student body. This should include efforts to 
effectively communicate with and meet the needs of a diverse 
population through appropriate maintenance of a supportive 
work environment, and promotion of and participation in multi- 
cultural activities. 

Definition of Meeting Expectations: Initiatives undertaken that contribute to campus 

diversity goals. 
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II. Review and Evaluation of Administrative Officers 

The review and evaluation of officers is one component of a 
broader program to improve performance » service and working 
relationships. The Laws of the Regents provides for 1) an annual 
review of officer performance, 2) a preliminary administrative 
review for officers on initial appointments, and 3) periodic 
comprehensive evaluations of officer performance. Although this 
policy recogni?es th? primary role of the supervising senior 
officer in the evalu.ivion process, it is impcv-ant that the 
officer work closely with the President, the appropriate ^ 
Chancellor, and the Comprehensive Evaluation Advisory Panel in 
order to ensure that these policies ace: implemented in a 
constructive fashion. 

The supervising senior officer and the officer under review 
shall, in a timely fashion, agree on evaluation criteria and 
priorities within those criteria. The following criteria shall 
be among those used unless inappropriate for the officer under 
review: 

1) effectiveness of working relationships; 

2) respect for, accessibility to, and communication with 
peers and other constituencies; 

3) open and timely decision-making process; 

4) leadership in assigned responsibilities; 

5) commit; ~’nt to professional growth and encouragement of 
innov on and creativity for staff; 

6) implementation of affirmative action and equal opportunity 
policies and leadership in promoting diversity within the 
University community; 

7) administration of fiscal resources; 

8) management and support of personnel and unit morale; and 

9) technical competence in areas of expertise related to the 
particular position. 

, ** 

A. Annual Review 

As a part of the annual compensation adjustment process, an 
evaluation is completed for all administrative officers. 

This annual review is an opportunity for the officer to 
receive feedback from the supervising senior officer on his 
or her service over the past year and to agree with the 




* 

Established under Section II-C of this Administrative Policy. 

* * 

The administrative policy "Performance Ratings for Faculty, 
Unclassified Staff/Administrators, and Officers" should be 
consulted for policies on conducting annual performance 
ratings. 
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supervising senior officer on areas of emphasis for the 
following year. Guidelines for this review will be 
distributed annually -to each campus Chancellor along with the 
annual compensation policies. The senior officer will have 
discretion to prescribe the particular method of review and 
evaluation, as long as it is consistent with the annual 
guidelines . 

B. Preliminary Administrative Review 

The preliminary administrative review is designed to provide 
administrative officers with constructive feedback on their 
accomplishments and service during their initial term of 
appointment. This preliminary review is not a formal 
evaluation of an officer's service to the institution. 

Rather, it is an opportunity for the newly appointed officer 
to strengthen his or her performance by receiving a 
preliminary assessment from the supervising senior officer of 
his or her administrative service to the Institution and 
agreeing with the supervising senior officer on future 
priorities . 

o Responsibilitv/Specifications . It is the responsibility 
of the supervising senior officer to determine the 
appropriate method for the preliminary review and to 
notify the officer of that method. In any event the 
method shall provide an opportunity for the officer on 
initial appointment a) to review with the supervising 
senior officer the responsibilities of the position; b) to 
self-assess his or her performance in relation to these 
responsibilities; and c) to review this self-assessment, 
with the supervising senior officer for the purpose of 
agreeing on future priorities and expectations of 
performance . 

The supervising senior officer shall decide, after 
consultation with the Chancellor, President and/or Board 
of Regents, as appropriate, whether there shall be 
external input and, if so, what the nature of that input 
will be. It is the President's intent that the 
preliminary review process shall provide for input from 
constituencies, appropriate to the responsibilities of the 
officer, so that information from constituencies is 
available to the supervising senior officer and 
appropriate feedback is given to constituencies. When an 
officer with academic responsibilities is the subject of a 
preliminary review, the faculty shall be considered a 
constituency of that officer. 

The supervising senior officer shall review^ the results of 
the preliminary administrative revl^ with the officer for 
the purpose of agreeing on future 'priorities and 
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expectations for performance. A summary report of the 
preliminary administrative review shall be placed in the 
officer's personnel file. 

o Timetable/Notification to the Board of Regents . For 
initial appointments of less than five years, the 
preliminary administrative review should be completed not 
later than one year prior to the end of the appointment. 
For administrative officers on initial five year 
appointments, the preliminary administrative review should 
be completed in the third year of appointment. 

The campus Chancellor shall inform the Executive Vice 
President of the commencement of all preliminary 
administrative reviews at the campus. The Executive Vice 
President shall notify the Board of Regents of the 
commencement of all preliminary administrative reviews. 

C. Comprehensive Evaluation 

The comprehensive evaluation gives the supervising senior 
officer and the officer under review the opportunity to 
assess the officer's responsibilities, performance and 
development from c. longer-range point of view. This 
comprehensive evaluation encompasses (1) an assessment of 
future responsibilities and expectations for performance; 
(2) an evaluation of the resources and other support 
needed to ensure that future responsibilities and 
expectations are fulfilled; as well as (3) an assessment 
of whether existing responsibilities have in fact been 
fulfilled and expectations met. 

o Timetable . All administrative officers shall be 
comprehensively evaluated during the final year of 
their initial appointment and in each fifth year of 
<:ervice thereafter. 

The Chancellor's Office at each campus will maintain a 
current roster of administrative officers at the 
campus. Each September, the Chancellor or designee 
shall notify appropriate senior officers of 
comprehensive evaluations due during the year. The 
Office of the Executive Vice President will maintain a 
roster of all administrative officers in the 
President's Office and each Chancellor. The Executive 
Vice President shall notify appropriate senior officers 
in the President's Office. 

Evaluation procedures should be completed and outcome 
information provided to the officers evaluated prior to 
March 1 of that fiscal year. 
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o Advisory Panel » The President and each Chancellor 

shall establish a standing panel to advise supervising 
senior officers on comprehensive evaluation procedures. 
The President's Advisory Panel will advise on review 
procedures for off icers. in ,the Offices of the 
President. The Chancellor's Advisory Panel will advise 
on review procedures for campus officers. 

1, Chancellor's Advisory Panel . The Chancellor's 
Advisory Panel shall include a campus faculty 
representative; a campus staff representative; a 
campus student representative and such other 
individuals as the Chancellor may appoint. The 
Advisory Panel shall have available a list of all 
comprehensive evaluations of campus officers 
scheduled for the year. For each comprehensive 
evaluation, such panel shall confirm to the 
Chancellor that the evaluation process determined by 
the supervising senior officer is consistent with 
the provisions of this policy. 

2. President's Advisory Panel . The President's 
Advisory Panel shall include a faculty 
representative, nominated by the Faculty Council, 
and a staff representative, nominated by the 
Inter-Campus Staff Council and such other 
individuals as the President may appoint. The 
Advisory Panel shall have available a list of all 
comprehensive evaluations of officers in the Offices 
of the President scheduled for the year. For each 
comprehensive evaluation, such panel shall confirm 
to the president that the evaluation process 
determined by the supervising senior officer is 
consistent with the provisions of this policy. 

o Specifications . The supervising senior officer is 
responsible for conducting the comprehensive 
evaluation. Consistent with the above provision on the 
Advisory Panel, the supervising senior officer has 
discretion to determine the particular method for 
review and evaluation. The supervising senior officer 
shall notify the officer to be evaluated of that 
method. 

The review and evaluation shall meet the following 
minimum specifications: 

1. The supervising senior officer shall seek written 
evaluative information from the constituencies of 
the officer under review regarding the officer's 
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performance and accomplishments. When an officer 
with academic responsibilities is the subject of a 
comprehensive evaluation, the faculty shall be 
considered a constituency of that officer. The 
supervising senior officer is encouraged to consult 
with appropriate individuals, agencies and 
organizations external to the University of 
Colorado. 

2. The supervising senior officer and the officer 
evaluated shall use the review to confirm general 
agreement on future duties and responsibilities of 
the position as well as to assess past performance. 
Operational position descriptions developed at the 
time of appointment, specific charges or statements 
of responsibility, and, where appropriate, prior 
agreements with regard to goals and objectives are 
all valid bases for such agreement and for 
assessment, provided such statements have been 
operational for at least one year prior to the 
evaluation . 

3. In evaluating whether current responsibilities h e 
been fulfilled, the criteria listed on page 3 of 
this policy shall also be used unless inappropriate. 

4. The review shall include an assessment of the 
resources available to the officer in fulfilling the 
responsibilities of the position. Although care 
should be exercised to assure that the individual is 
not held accountable for circumstances beyond the 
person's direct control or for accomplishments which 
would require resources beyond those available, it 
must also be recognized that the ability to manage 
within the constraints of scarce resources may be an 
expected performance skill. 

5. The officer being evaluated shall have the 
opportunity to provide a statement of accomplishment 
and self-evaluation. This statement shall be used 
as an integral part of the appraisal process. 

6. The supervising senior officer may require the 
officer being evaluated to undergo a complete 
medical examination as a part of the comprehensive 
evaluation. When requested by the senior officer, 
the examination will be conducted by the officer's 
personal physician at University expense. The 
results of this examination will be made available 
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to a physician named by the University who shall 
interpret the results of this examination to the 
supervising senior officero 

o Outcomes 




1. The supervising senior officer shall report the 
results of the evaluation process to the officer in 
a manner that will protect working relationships and 
at the same time provide opportunities for improved 
performance on the part of the individual evaluated. 

2. A summary report of the comprehensive evaluation 
shall be entered into the officer's personnel file. 
This report shall include a) a description of the 
evaluation process; b) a list of the constituencies 
that participated in the evaluation; c) a summary 
statement of the officer's self-evaluation; and 

d) conclusions of the evaluation with respect to 
each evaluation criterion. 

3. Where the comprehensive evaluation has identified 
resource issues that are critical to future 
performance, those resource issues shall be 
summarized and incorporated into discussions of 
institutional programs and budgets. 

4.. The President shall report the results of the 

comprehensive review to the Personnel Committee of 
the Board of Regents. In making personnel 
recommendations regarding an administrative 
officer's appointment, the supervising senior 
officer shall consider the results of the 
comprehensive evaluation. 

5. Appropriate feedback shall be provided orally to the 
Advisory Panel. The Advisory Panel shall honor its 
obligation of confidentiality on personnel matters. 

III. Reassignment, Nonrenewal, and Termination 

Service as an administrative officer is at the pleasure of the 
Board of Regents and the President, acting through appropriate 
designees . 

A. Reassignment . The President and the Board of Regents have 
the right to reassign an officer at any time during the 
period of appointment. A term of appointment is not a 
guarantee of a particular role, assignment or salary level 
for the term of appointment. Reassignment during a term 
of appointment may be made by the senior officer to whom 
the officer reports at a salary appropriate for the 
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position available, as determined by that senior officer. 
Reassignment requires no prior administrative review or 
evaluation of the officer. Decisions by the senior 
officer regarding reassignment, including salary level, 
are subject to the normal review and approval procedures 
required by Regental policy. An officer may choose not to 
accept reassignment. An officer who elects not to accept 
reassignment waives all rights to six months' notice of 
non-reappointment or termination. 

B. Nonrenewal and Termination. Nonrenewal or termination of 
an administrative appointment requires no statement of 
reason by the University. Officers have no rights to 
appeal nonrenewal or termination of an appointment. An 
administrative officer may be terminated or nonrenewed by 
the senior officer to whom he or she reports or by the 
Board of Regents. 

Administrative officers shall receive six months' prior 
written notice of nonrenewal. Administrative officers 
shall normally receive six months' prior written notice of 
termination unless there are special circumstances, in 
which case, administrative officers shall receive such 
prior written notice of termination as the senior officer 
or the Board of Regents shall deem appropriate undet the 
circumstances. Service during any notice period will be 
at the discretion of the senior officer or the Board of 
Regents . 

The letter or contract of employment for an officer shall 
stipulate that should the officer not be reappointed, and 
the six— month notice period places the officer into a new 
annual appointment period based on his/her appointment 
date, the officer shall not be deemed to have a new 
contract, but simply an extension designed to ensure that 
the officer will receive six months' notice. 

C. Termination for Reasons of Health . Appointment of an 
administrative officer may be terminated when the 
physical or mental disability of an individual prevents or 
substantially interferes with the performance of his or 
her duties. Such termination may occur when the 
accumulated sick leave of the disabled individual has 
expired and the individual is not otherwise eligible to 
accept retirement. Such termination will not be effected 
in a manner that deprives the individual of the benefits 
of any disability insurance or benefit to which he or she 
otherwise would be entitled. Consistent with this policy, 
the senior officer may require a medical examination at 
any time during the officer's term of appointment. 
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D. Academic Tenure. For administrators ^ith academic tenure, 
termination or nonrene^al of an administrative appointment 
does not affect academic tenure status. Termination of an 
academic tenured appointment is an independent procedure 
and is subject to the normal Ee^iental policies pertaining 
to the matter. 

SV. Cosnf ideatialit]f 

Under Colorado's Open Records Act, the University must protect 
the confidentiality of all personnel information other than 
performance ratings and applications. The Esjecutive Vice 
President serves as the official custodian for information 
pertaining to the evaluations of Chancellors and officers in the 
President's Office. Each campus should have a designated 
official custodian for personnel information relating to campus 
officers other than the Chancellor. For further information, 
please refer to the administrative policy statement entitled 
"Treatment of Personnel Files for Purposes of the Colorado Open 
Records Act." 

Interpretation of Policy 

Consistent with Article VIII of the Laws of the Regents which 
defines the responsibilities of the President as the "chief 
academic and administrative officer of the University" and the 
"chief spokesman for and interpreter of University policy," the 
President is responsible for interpreting Regental policies and 
is responsible for defining the conditions of appointment and 
responsibilities of all officers within these policies. 

VI. Application of Policies to Officers Appointed Before 
February 19, 1987 

Administrative officers appointed before February 19, 1987, will 
not continue to serve under the former Regental policies. 
Consistent with Regental intent, the policies in this 
administrative policy statement are applicable to officers 
appointed before February 19, 1987. To implement this 
transition, the following additional policies on terms of 
appointment and evaluation apply to officers appointed before 
February 19, 1987. 

A. Officers on Initial Appointments . For officers on initial 
appointments, the supervising senior officer, after 
consultation with the officer under review, shall choose 
one of the following options: 

1. Conduct a preliminary administrative review and, 
depending on the outcome, recommend to the Board of 
Regents that the officer's current term be extended to 
a full five-year term with the first comprehensive 
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review conducted during the period of July-December in 
the fifth year of the appointment. Thereafter, the 
officer will serve on a renewable annual appointment 
with the comprehensive review conducted in every fifth 
year of service. 

2. Conduct the comprehensive review as currently scheduled 
(i.e., during July-December of the final year of 
appointment and every fifth year of service 
thereafter). 



B. Officers on Existing Multiple Year Appointments . Officers 
who are on existing multiple year appointments will 
complete their existing term of appointment. Thereafter, 
the officer will serve on a renewable annual appointment. 
The supervising senior officer, after consultation with 
the officer under review, shall choose one of the 
following options: 

1. Conduct the comprehensive review at the time originally 
scheduled under previous Regental policies. A 
comprehensive review will be conducted in every fifth 
year of service thereafter; or 

2. On the basis of an annual review, extend, with Board 
approval, the existing review cycle for up to a maximum 
total of five years. After the comprehensive review is 
completed, a comprehensive review will be conducted in 
every fifth year of service thereafter. 
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A. Please provide /nformation concerning Dean ’s performance in the following 

categories; 

1 . Leadership in providii?® future direction for the college 

2. Advocacy for College programs and personnel 

3. Management of College programs and resources 

4. Financial management 

5. Commitment to the University community 

6. Involvement with Department/College/University strategic planning processes 

7. Leadership and management in carrying out University aims, goals, and strategies 

contained within the University Strategic Plan 

8. Commitment and support for enhancement of diversity within the College and 
University 

9. Promotion of College programs to external constituents, including fund-raising 
efforts. 

B. What do you perceive are the dean’s strengths in his role as Dean of the College of 
? 



C. What do you perceive as areas that need improvement in the dean’s role as Dean of the 

College of ? 

D. Please provide any additional information you feel would be helpful for this evaluation. 



Signature 



Department 



Colorado State University 



C.2.7 Evaluation of Performance of Officers 

a. The perfonnance of each department head shall be evaluated annually by the dean of the ^ropriate 
college. In making the evaluation, the dean shall solicit and utilize information obtained from all 
faculty members in the resjjective department. 

b. The performance of each dean shall be evaluated annually by the Provost/ Academic Vice President. 
When evaluating a college dean, the Provost/Academic Vice President shall solicit and utilize 
information from the faculty of the dean’s college obtained in accordance with that college’s 
procedures. 

c. The performance of each Vice President shall be evaluated annually by the President. In making the 
evaluation, the President shall solicit and utilize information obtained from all deans and directors 
reporting to the respective Vice President. 

d. The performance of the President is evaluated by the State Board of Agriculture. In ite evaluation, 
the Board solicits faculty opinion whidi is provided by the Faculty Council and its Executive 
Conunittee through the Faculty Council Representative to the State Board of Agriculture. 

e. Effectiveness in meeting diversity goals and providing equal opportunity to all persons shall be 
included in evaluations of all administrative officers. 

C.2.8 Amendment Procedure 

This Code may be amended by the Faculty Council by a two-thirds vote of the members voting a 

given meeting provided the amendment has been presented in the meeting immediately preceding. 

Amendments shall be subject to the ^proval of the Governing Board. Such proposed Code changes shall 

be published in the agenda. 
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EVALUATIVTE rRITF.MITA 
FOR THE 

PRESIDENT'S ANNUAL PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL 



The purpose of this document is to articulate a set of clear evaluative 
criteria to be used by the Board of Directors in the process of annual appraisal 
of the performance of the President of the Center for Research Libraries. The 
results of this process contribute to the assessment by the Board of the 
President's performance over the total year's activity, and to its judgment on 
setting the President's compensation for the following year. 

1. How has the President managed throughout the year? What 
strengths or weaknesses has the President displayed in management? Has the 
President exhibited a soimd knowledge of good management techniques? 
Have the objectives of the organization been met? 

2. How has the President performed in internal and in external 
relationships throughout the year? Has the President successfully 
represented the Center's best interests when relating to others? 

3. What has been the quality of the custodianship of the Center's funds 
throughout the year? Has the President exercised good judgment in the 
handling of the Center's budgets and funds? Has the President displayed a 
soimd knowledge of financial and budgetary techniques? 

4. Has the President provided sound guidance to the Board of Directors 
on the future of the Center? Has the President offered effective leadership for 
the organization as a whole? Has the President successfully carried out the 
will and intent of the Board of Directors? Has the President displayed 
effective planning skills? 

5. What, if any, unique attributes and/or substantial strengths has the 
President exhibited (or failed to exhibit) in the position this year? What, if 
any, have been the major achievements (or failures) of the President's 
administration this year? What have been the professional achievements of 
the President this year, such as participation in professional societies and 
contribution to the body of knowledge of the profession? 
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UNIVERSm' OF HAWAI‘1 AT MANOA 
PROCEDURES FOR THE EVALUATION OF DEANS AND DIRECTORS 

November 1996 



INTRODUCTION 

The Board of Regents Bylaws and Policies . Section 9-14. Part IV. A. states: 

Every appointee to an Executive/Managerial position shall be evaluated for 
performance and accomplishments annually during the April-June period according 
to criteria and procedures established by the President. Such evaluation shall include 
a review of the position description and classification assignment of the position to 
which the individual has been appointed. The results of the evaluation shall be the 
basis for reappointment as appropriate and for consideration of salary adjustments. 

The procedures herein are based on the 1996 Report of the seven-member Joint Faculty 
Administration Advisory Committee. The procedures and operating guidelines which follow have 
been adopted by the Senior Vice President and Executive Vice Chancellor (“SVP/EVC”), Senior Vice 
President for Research and Dean of the Graduate Division (“SVPRDGD”), and Vice President for 
Student Affairs (“VPSA”), and approved by the President. 

This document describes procedures for evaluating academic Manoa Deans and Directors (“D/D”)', 
i.e., those reporting to the SVP/EVC, SVPRDGD, and VPSA. The evaluation of each D/D shall be 
performed by the VP to whom s/he reports. There shall be two types of evaluations, both written: 
1) an annual evaluation and 2) a periodic comprehensive evaluation, which replaces the annual 
evaluation for that year. The intervals between comprehensive evaluations of each D/D shall be at 
the VP's discretion, but these evaluations shall occur at least once every five years. The Office of the 
Senior Vice President and Executive Vice Chancellor (“OSVP/EVC”) shall oversee the process. 



^Throughout this document, the abbreviation “D/D” represents “Dean(s) and/or Director(s)” depending on the 
context The abbreviation “VP” refers specifically to the Senior Vice President and Executive Vice Chancellor, the 
Senior Vice President for Research and Dean of the Graduate Division, and the Vice President for Student Affairs. 

These procedures apply only to Executives with administrative responsibility over a School, College, Institute, 
Center, or other academic unit with oversight over faculty at Manoa and who report directly to a VP. The following are 
excluded: (1) Directors who do not have E/M appointments, and are thus evaluated according to procedures in the 
UHPA Agreement : Directors of Admissions and Records, Industrial Relations Center, Laboratory Animal Service, Lyon 
Arboretum, Office of Research Serv'ices, Office of Technology Transfer and Economic Development, Sea Grant 
College, Social Science Research Institute, University of Hawai’i Press, WaikBa Aquarium, and Water Resources 
Research Center, and (2) Directors who do not report directly to a VP: Directors of Student Housing, Co-Cunicular 
Activities Progranns and Services, and Financial Aids Services. 
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Procedures for the Evaluation of Deans and Directors Page 2 

The two types of evaluation are similar, using similar criteria but differing primarily in the extent of 
information gathered to serve as the basis of the evaluation. For the comprehensive evaluation, an 
attempt is made to insure widespread input from all interested individuals. As a further distinction, 
the comprehensive evaluation adds a deliberative group with a campus-based perspective analogous 
to the Tenure and Promotion Review Committee in the faculty tenure/promotion review process. The 
campus-wide review committee shall be known as the Deans and Directors Review Committee 
(“DDRC”). Finally, the comprehensive evaluation is based on the period since the last comprehensive 
evaluation (based on a five-year cycle), while the annual review has a one-year focus. 



PURPOSE 

The purpose of the evaluation process is to initiate the regular, ongoing and constructive review of 
the Dean’s performance in meeting the mission, goals and challenges of the unit. 

The annual evaluation allows a systematic documentation of the achievements and progress of the 
unit and its administrators by obtaining input primarily from the unit’s faculty, staff, and students. 
The focus of the annual evaluation is to provide the VP and D/D an opportunity to review; 1) the 
D/D’s leadership, management, and communication skills in relation to achieving the goals of and 
meeting challenges facing the unit; and 2) the mission, goals, performance, and progress of the unit. 
By providing a “neutral venue” for input, the intent is to encourage feedback that will improve or 
enhance productivity and morale and promote a sense of shared governance. 

The comprehensive evaluation is intended to seek broader input, both internal and external. It is a 
revdew of the mission, goals, and performance of the unit and its “chief executive officer.” Unlike a 
program review, it seeks to obtain input on the leadership, management, and communication skills 
of the D/D. Through a campus-wide DDRC, comprised of peers and external experts, as needed, 
input will be synthesized and assessed to provide constructive feedback to enhance the performance 
of the D/D. The VP will meet with the D/D to review the evaluation, which will cover both 
satisfactory performance and areas for growth/improvement. 



CRITERIA 

At an appropriate time prior to the evaluation, the VP and D/D shall discuss and agree on the 
importance of the following criteria in relation to. 1) the D/D’s position; 2) the individual D/D; and 
3) the D/D’s unit objectives. Attention should be given to job descriptions as a basis for the 
performance^ evaluation. If outdated, job descriptions should be revised prior to the evaluation. The 
evaluation process should be used to clarify expectations about the scope of the job and the goals and 
objectives for performance in the job. The job description and objectives discussed with the D/D and 
approved by the VP shall serve as the basis for the evaluation. 
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While additional evaluative criteria may be identified by the VP in reference to the specific D/D’s job 
description and unit, the following items pertain, with varying degrees of emphasis, to each D/D and 
shall be considered during the evaluation: 

1) Leadership Abilities 

(e.g., possible indicators may include D/D’s actions to inspire confidence, clearly articulate 
the goals of the unit, guide the unit to accomplish those goals, and encourage ideas and 
creativity in all members of the unit; identification of needs for further development; and 
morale of the unit) 

2) Management Abilities 

(e.g., possible indicators may include the methods used to administer and develop personnel 
policies and procedures; whether faculty are effectively recruited and periodically evaluated 
so as to increase their productivity; budget development and implementation; problem 
solving; decision making; and whether academic, research and administrative needs are met) 

3) Interpersonal Relationships 

(e.g., possible indicators may include the D/D’s actions to address needs and concerns of 
faculty/stafi/students; fairness; tact; recognition of the activities of all members of the unit; 
and sensitivity to career and mentoring needs of faculty/stafi/students) 

4) Communication Skills 

(e.g., possible indicators may include the ability of the D/D to communicate effectively at the 
University, state, national and international levels) 

5) Research/Creative/Professional Endeavors 

(e.g., possible indicators may include knowledge of new trends in D/D’s field; the quality of 
his/her original work, as appropriate; and research productivity of the faculty) 

6) Quality of Education 

(e.g., possible indicators may include the quality of graduates, employability, and continuation 
to advanced degrees; student recruitment and support services; appropriate program and 
curriculum offerings; and external accreditation reviews and evaluations) 

7) Support for Institutional Diversity 

(e.g., possible indicators may include commitment and leadership in advancing and supporting 
equal employment opportunities and affirmative action programs, mentoring women and 
faculty from underrepresented groups, providing reasonable accommodation for persons with 
disabilities, and ensuring all faculty and staff are educated in EEO/AA concerns) 
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ANNUAL EVALUATION 



Self-Assessment 

For the first evaluation cycle, the VP shall meet with the D/D in the Fall 1996. For subsequent 
evaluations, the criteria would be established at the annual evaluation meeting to be held during the 
April to June period. The D/D shall prepare a brief (no more than five pages) self-assessment to 
address those criteria in the context of goals and accomplishments of the unit, and shall submit his/her 
self-assessment to the appropriate VP by April 1 . The self-assessment document should include; 

1) summary of accomplishments and the extent to which the goals were met during the period 
of evaluation; 

2) proposed goals for the coming year, to be discussed and refined during the evaluation 
process; 

3) (Optional) the adequacy of resources that were provided or will be needed to accomplish the 
stated goals. 

Input from Faculty. Staf f, and Student.s 

In April, a questionnaire, which includes space for open-ended comments, will be distributed to all 
faculty and staff in the unit. It shall also be made available to the unit’s student organization(s) to 
distribute to interested students. Questionnaires will be returned to the OSVP/EVC (attention Dr. 
Christine Des Jarlais, Bachman 1 05) no later than May 1 for compilation. The information will then 
be submitted directly to the appropriate VP. 

In units where a Director reports to both a VP and a Dean (e.g. SOEST and CTAHR), the Director 
being evaluated will send a copy of the self-assessment to the Dean at the same time it is sent to the 
appropriate VP. The Dean shall prepare an independent evaluation of the Director and forward this 
to the appropriate VP by May 1 . 

VRAssessment and Recommendation 

The VP may solicit other sources of input, e.g., D/D’s colleagues, system and campus administrators, 
and oflP-campus constituents. The VP may also call for the D/D file and re-read written evaluation(s) 
from the previous year(s). 

The VP shall review and consider the evaluative information obtained from all sources before 
preparing a brief written evaluation to be discussed with the D/D. Between May and July the VP 
shall meet individually vrith the D/D to discuss the evaluation, agree on the goals for the coming year, 
and discuss recommendations. The VP shall then finalize the written evaluation and provide a copy 
to the D/D. The VP shall also send a copy to the President/Chancellor. Finally, the VP shall transmit 
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the evaluation to the Office of Human Resources for incorporation into the D/D’s official personnel 
file. At the time the official evaluation is transmitted, all copies of all working documents shall be 
destroyed. 



COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATION 

By November 1, the VP shall identify all D/Ds subject to a comprehensive evaluation. The VP shall 
then constitute an appropriate DDRC. A single, campus-wide DDRC will be appointed annually by 
the three VPs. A single DDRC will afford a unified viewpoint for the University of Hawai'i at 
Manoa. 

Composition of the Deans and Directors Review Committee 

The DDRC shall be comprised of eight members and shall include tenured faculty at rank 5 and other 
deans and directors (or retired/emeritus deans or directors) fi"om both the academic and administrative 
segments of the Manoa campus. To ensure that individuals with appropriate expertise are performing 
the evaluation, additional persons external to the Manoa campus may be appointed to the DDRC. 
The Faculty Senate and each D/D being evaluated that year shall nominate candidate members for the 
DDRC. D/Ds will be allowed to exclude up to ten (10) names from serving on their DDRC. The 
actual membership shall be determined by the VPs taking into consideration the following: 

• Effective evaluation of the leader of an organization requires substantial input from 
members of that organization (faculty in particular); 

• Members of the DDRC should be free of any potential conflict of interest; 

• Identity of the DDRC members shall be public knowledge. 

Self-Assessment 

By April 1, 1997 (thereafter January 1), the D/D being evaluated shall provide the DDRC with a 
wntten statement of accomplishments since the last comprehensive review, in the context of the 
criteria established through previous consultation wth the VP. Whenever possible, quantitative 
evidence should be presented, such as rankings of the quality of creative work by members of the unit 
with that of other similar units as judged by external review bodies; the amount of grant funds or 
other external support obtained by the unit; summaries of teaching evaluations; the number of quality 
faculty recruited or retained; and the numbers of students, faculty and staff who are women, 
nunorities or under-represented ethnic groups, persons with disabilities, and veterans in the unit. If 
available, the D/D shall also transmit evaluations by external bodies, such as accreditation or visiting 
committees. 
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DPRC Assessment 

The DDRC shall review the D/D self-assessment and criteria previously agreed upon with the VP in 
order to obtain relevant data for the D/D evaluation. Since the opinions of people under the oversight 
of the D/D are very important in the review process, the DDRC shall solicit written evaluations from 
every faculty member and staff and from representative students in the D/D's unit. The DDRC may 
decide to use a questionnaire for this purpose, but will also allow for open-ended responses. Finally, 
the DDRC shall solicit confidential letters from relevant administrators and people external to the unit 
and/or the State of Hawai’i who know or should know how the D/D is performing. Each of these 
evaluators shall be asked to comment on the criteria established for the individual D/D review as well 
as on any others they believe are important. 

The DDRC shall synthesize all of the information received and provide its best assessment of the D/D 
based upon it. Areas of concern shall be noted along with suggested methods for improvement. 
These written evaluations shall be sent to the appropriate VP by July 1,1997 (thereafter April 1). 

In units where the Director reports to both a VP and a Dean (e g. SOEST, and CTAHR), the 
Director being evaluated will send a copy of his/her self-assessment to the Dean at the same time it 
is sent to the DDRC. The Dean shall prepare an independent evaluation of the Director and forward 
this to the VP by July 1, 1997 (thereafter April 1). 

VRAssessment and Recommendation 

The VP shall make a written evaluation, taking into account the assessment by the DDRC. The 
written evaluation by the VP may summarize the DDRC report and/or may include additional 
information gathered by the VP. Between June and August, 1997 (thereafter, between April and 
June), the VP shall meet individually with the D/D to discuss the findings and the VP’s 
recommendation concerning performance and areas for growthAimprovement. The VP shall then 
finalize the written evaluation and provide a copy to the D/D. The VP shall also send a copy to the 
President and Chancellor. Finally, the VP shall transmit the evaluation to the Office of Human 
Resources for incorporation into the D/D’s official personnel file. At the time the official evaluation 
is transmitted, copies of all working documents shall be destroyed. 
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Dean Evaluation Procedures 



The Faculty review of the Dean of Library Services is one component' of the university 
program for review of college offices and officers. This component is directed toward providing 
constructive and systematic faculty evaluation of college deans and their administrative 
organizations and supplying faculty opinion for the Provost's evaluation of deans. The faculty 
evaluation process centers on three steps: a self-assessment by the Dean, a performance 
evaluation of the Dean, and provision for formal consultation involving the Dean, the Provost, 
and the college faculty. 

1. Dean's Self-Assessment 



The Dean will prepare a Self-Assessment Report dealing with the priorities, plans, and 
accomplishments of the Dean and his or her administrative organization. This report should 
take into consideration the responsibilities and qualities included in the job description used in 
the latest notice of vacancy for the position of Dean of Library Services. It also should provide 
information helpful to the consideration of areas noted below in the description of the 
performance evaluation. The report will be sent to the Dean Evaluation Committee which will 
review it and discuss it with the Dean. It then will be distributed to the library faculty. 

2. Faculty Evaluation of the Dean 

The faculty evaluation of the Dean and his or her administrative organization will 
consider such areas as: 

- success in the development, articulation, and implementation of the library's mission 
statement and strategic plan 

- quality of the library collections and library services, including such areas as public 
services, technical services, and automated services 

- effectiveness of the various elements of the library administrative organization 

- encouragement and support of faculty efforts related to professional practice; 
teaching; research, scholarship, or artistic activities; and service 

- achievement of productive relationships with library faculty and staff, university 
faculty and administrative officers, students, state library leaders, and national 
library leaders 

- commitment to and activities in the area of affirmative action 

- scholarly and professional distinction 

- other topics requested by the Provost 
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The faculty performance evaluation will be conducted by the Dean Evaluation 
Committee. This Committee will consists of five members, four members of the library faculty 
and a member of the non-library university faculty. The library faculty members will be elected 
by the tenured and tenure/track faculty. There will be an at-large representative as well as 
representatives frorti public services, technical services, and collections /automated services. 

The Assistance Directors will be ineligible to serve on this committee, and the election will be 
conducted by the officers of the Library Faculty. The four elected members will select the non- 
library university faculty member after consultation with the library faculty. The Committee 
will choose its own chair who will be a full participant in committee activities. 

The Committee will collect information and evaluations from the library faculty and, as 
appropriate, from other sources such as library staff and administrators, university faculty and 
administrators, students, state and national library leaders, and other knowledgeable about the 
functioning and achievements of the library. All responses to the Committee will be treated as 
confidential correspondence. 

The Committee will prepare a report that provides a summary of the findings of the 
Committee and an evaluation of the performance of the Dean and administrative organization. 
This report will be submitted to the Dean for a review for factual accuracy. The chair of the 
Committee will schedule a meeting of the Dean and the Committee to discuss the report. 

3. Consultation with the Dean and the Provost 



The report will be submitted to the Provost, and the chair of the Committee will 
schedule a meeting of the Committee chair, the Dean, and the Provost to discuss the report. 

4. Report to the Library Faculty 

A report describing the methodology used in the review will be provided to the faculty 
by the Committee. The Committee and the Provost will determine the appropriate format for 
reporting the results of the review itself to the library faculty. 

5. Schedule 



A review will be initiated by the Provost at least once every five years. Unless initiated 
earlier, the evaluation process will begin in the spring semester of the fourth year after a prior 
review or, in the case of a recently hired Dean, in the spring semester of the fourth year after the 
starting date of employment. Early in the semester, the chair of the Library Faculty will confirm 
with the Provost that a review will be initiated in the following year and conduct the election for 
the library faculty members of the Committee. By the end of the semester, these members 
should select the external member and the entire committee should choose its chair. The chair of 
the Committee will ask the Dean to prepare the Self-Assessment Report by the beginning of the 
fall semester. The review should be completed and the Committee's report finished by March 1. 
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DEANS’ AND DIRECTORS' ADMINISTRATIVE PERFORMANCE REVIEW 

In accordance with the rules and regulations of the Faculty Senate, the 
administrative performance of deans and directors must be reviewed within five years 
of their initial appointment and at least every following fifth year. This formal review 
affords a comprehensive assessment of administrative performance, and provides the 
dean or director with constructive feedback. The outcome of the formal, periodic 
review does not determine reappointment. Nor should it do so, since academic 
administrators serve at the pleasure of their vice chancellor, who may reconsider 
continuing their administrative appointments at any time. Rather, the formal review 
complements the annual assessment by the vice chancellor, providing a framework 
against which to examine various aspects of the dean's or director's administrative 
performance. 

Administrative performance reviews should provide an accurate, thorough, and 
constructive assessment based upon information gathered in a timely manner with 
minimal disruption to the unit. The following information and the enclosed materials 
are intended to facilitate the review process. The information and sample materials 
are offered only as suggestions; the review committee is free to develop its own 
materials. However, a set of brief "instructions," drawn' from the experience gained 
during the last few reviews, may make the process more efficient and effective. 

The following sections of this document provide guidelines for conducting the 
administrative review of deans and directors. 

Dean or Director’s Self-Study 

The dean or director under consideration will prepare a self-study, which will 
be subrriitted to the review committee at its first meeting. The self-study should: 

1. provide the review committee with a brief overview of the dean's or director's 
administration, including the duties and responsibilities he/she was asked to 
undertake by the senior administration. The dean/director may wish to include 
information about management "style," successes, weaknesses, and 
disappointments. 

2. address the concerns he/she has about the unit. 

3. outline goals and accomplishments over the past five years. 

4. enumerate the goals he/she has set for the next five years, and the means by 
which those goals will be reached. 

5. comment on any concerns raised during the previous performance review (if 
applicable). 

The dean or director also may wish to address other areas that will be exa mined b y 
the review committee (see list under "CHARGE TO THE REVIE'W COMMITTEE" 
below). 
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Dean or Director's Review Committee 
Composition 

"The review committee will consist of 5-9 voting members, depending on the 
size of the unit. No less than forty percent of the members shall be faculQ^ £rom the 
unit of the dean under review elected by established unit procedures. The remainder 
shall be appointed by the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and shall include at 
least one student and one staff member from the unit of the dean under review and 
at least one member from outside the unit. In addition, a representative of the 
Office of Academic Affairs will be a non-voting ex-officio member of the review 
committee. The committee shall elect a chair from its voting members." Section 
6.1.1. and Appendix 1 of the Faculty Sentate Rules and Regulations. 

Charge 

The review committee shall: 

1. evaluate the performance of the dean or director since the last review took 
place (or in the case of a new dean or director, since he or she took office), 
and 

2. present findings and recommendations to the Vice Chancellor for Academic 
Affairs in the form of a written report 

In fillfilling these obligations, the committee is e;q)ected to review the dean's or 
director's record and performance over the period under consideration in both 
academic and administrative matters (although the dean's abilities and performance as 
a scholar are not part of the review). Strengths and weaknesses in the foUowing 
areas may be examined: 

1. Leadership 

2. Provision of a climate that encourages scholarship, teaching and research 

3. Medium- and long-range planning 

4. Setting of academic and budgetary priorities 

5. Affirmative action 

6. Interactions with facul^, staff, senior administration, smdents, other Schools 
and faculties, and outside constituencies 

7. Business management 

8. Fund raising 

9. Response to findings of earlier review 

10. Representation of unit and institutional perspectives to internal and external 
constituencies 

11. Any other relevant areas 

The dean's or director's self-study and, where applicable, the summary of the 
last review committee's report, will be available to coimnittee members at the first 
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meeting. 



Procedures and Time-Frame 

The period of time between the first meeting of the review committee and 
submission of the final report should not exceed 90 days. 

The following tasks should be accomplished during the initial committee 
meeting: 

1. Election of a chairperson. 

2. Division of tasks among members, including responsibility for producing the 
written report. 

3. Development of a timetable for the review which includes dates for, at least, 
the following: 

a. analysis and discussion of dean's or director's self-study (the committee 
may ask the a dminis trator to Submit additional information, if needed); 

b. completion of the canvass of and interviews with' various constiment 
groups; 

c. committee discussion of canvass results; 

d. site visit; 

e. submission of draft written report to committee; 

t submission of final report to the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs 

within 30 days of the site visit. 

The Office of Academic Affairs will provide clerical assistance, postage and mailing. 
In addition, Academic Affairs will receive completed questionnaires and assist the 
committee in tabulating and/or summarizing responses. 

Constituendes 

In order to evaluate the dean's performance, the views of interested 
constituendes must form a major part of the review. Information should be sohcited 
from the following: 

1. Faculty 

2. Students (undergraduate and graduate) 

3. Qassified and unclassified staff 

4. Advisory Board members 
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5. Other Deans 

6. Superiors 

The committee also may wish to survey the following: 

7. Professionals in the field 

8. Alumni 

9. Directors/heads of affiliated research institutions 

10. Other affiliated centers and/or divisions such as placement centers, advising 
offices, and so forth 

11. Ajiy other special groups 

The committee should encourage frank and open; comments from those it 
consults. Signed questionnaires and letters are preferable, but respondents may wish 
to remain anonymous, and should be given that option. 

It would be appropriate for the full committee or individual members to 
interview selected members of the constituencies and any individual who wishes to be 
heard. Careful notes should be taken of all interviews and should form part of the 
committee's permanent record. 

ALL DOCUMENTATION AND INTERVIEWS MUST BE HELD IN STRICT 
CONFIDENCE. 

Site Visit 

In addition to the review of written documentation, the committee is to conduct 
a one to two day site visit Such visits provide an opportunity to verify written 
documentation, gather additional data, and interview constituent groups and key 
individuals. The development of specific guidelines for the visit is file prerogative of 
the review committee. However, the committee should develop procedmes which 
provide ample opportunify for interaction with constituents groups, particularly the 
faculty. The procedures should be minimally disruptive to the functioning of the unit 

Written Report 

The committee's finding s should be presented, in writing, in a form smtable for 
transmittal to the dean or director. A draft of the report should be presented to the 
full committee for discussion and approval before it is forwarded to the Vice 
Chancellor for Academic Affairs. Tlie committee's final report should give due weight 
to the dean's or director's strengths and contributions, while, at the same time, 
objectively outlining deficiencies. A recommendation on reappointment is not 
expected. WMe the specific format of the report is not delineated, the report should 
include an executive summary as well as the foil report. 

The report should reflect the views of all interested constimencies. However^, the 
committee should bear in mind the inevitable conflicts that arise when bard decisions 
must be made. Since the audience for the report includes the administrator 
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undergoing review, any areas of concern should be presented in as constructive a 
manner as possible. 

The report should be transmitted to the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs 
within 30 days of the site visit. A summary of the review will be available to 
interested constituents through the Office of the Vice Chancellor for Academic 
Affairs. 
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PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
ANB DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

SETTHW EXPECTATIONS AN® FINAL APPRAISAL FOKM 

OFFICER / DEAN / 

ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATOB 

(Associate Vice President, Assistant Vice President, Associate Dean, Assistent Derm) 




Empto}^cc NDm?: 
ID Number: 

Job Tiite: 
Divisiof^opt: 



SupoTvisor: 
Period Covering: 
Dqk 3 of Roviosv; 
Sectlon/Unit: 



Noedmg S^oid Job Priorities Disoissetl: 



(Date) 



Supervisor's Sigimjre 



^fnployee*s Signacyre 



Midway Faedbaek Seesion Hold: 



(Date) 



Supervisor’s Si$nacure 



Employees Slgneture 



Pino) Appraisal Meotiog Hold: ■ ' 

Please check one: The employee end soperviwr arc [ inogreemene not in agreemeot ] with the pcrtormance 

appraisal results. If not agreed. arca(s) of disagreement are indicated below: 



SupervisQi's Signitore Employee’s Signature 

Reviewed by ne*l higher level supervisor (or dopertmentul designee): 



Reviewers Name (Please Print) 



Rtviawtris Signature 



Note: The employee's signature does not necessarily indicate agreemem with the perfonnance appraisal results. The signature indicates 
only that the perromance appraisal was held. 



OVERALL rating SCALE: 

Ontataading Pv.^«inn/ twrfnnnanee iti all aitas of the lob. rr.nr nfthr 

Exceeds Expeetatloiis ihe smndsrds and esiablished perfomiance expectatums rn many important areas of the 

job. 

Meets Extwetatioiis nTfom.»n« Consisttntly meets standards and established performance expectations m 

important areas of the job. .... , mi i 

Below Expectations dn«n not meet expectatioiis in some important areas Of the job; below expected leveu. 

Improvement nooded. .. 

UnsadsCectory Perfetmance fialle r^inu, .ynsetmirms in many areas of the job, Substwmal improvement cnucai. 

ThM arc tht nUng eaugoriu. Spuific ufitetaUoM mat be zet ty fha jupervrtor oud tmpioyeejbr maek pcrforma»c» factor. 
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InstrucUons: From the list below, choose 4 • 6 of the most important performance factors the evaluation 
performance. Specific expectations must be developed for each factor and iisted on this PRD fomt. Supplcmen 
may be developed in addition to or in lieu of the factors listed below. 

Goals and Objeedves; The supervisor may also develop additional goals and objectives for em^oyee 

goals or objectives should be listed on the form with specific action plans and deadlines or time frames for completi . 

^c supervisor and employee should also discuss and record "Meets Expectations " levels of performance. 



Suggested Performance Factors 

roHovf, Siafnngi minnine vnd aafflng Oie unit with ih« opp«>pr«te number end iW!H mw of employees^ JCteciing a rngniy ww e* 

workforce . 

units. inC Others; snsurinj fbllow up enC wtalninent of goals; uptlnunj objectives os netO«i 

Using Strategic Planning, Business Proceii heengliiaering, and Commuous Quality ImpiovemaiU to adOiess ttwse issue 
meeting their ncedi OAtf in buiidir^g eusioifwr suisfiBCtion 

• PUBLIC RELATIONS __u__ u.iveisitv enmmiinity and extonal ereups. Functioning as aempus eUatn. Taking a 

unH Intomod about issues imporiant (o them. Commuwearing the leieoreh. icadiMg anew lamce gnaw w «> 
end extamal eemiitiienciei. 




• BUDGETING 11.KI1.0 t*inei«*iiia.itiwehandrorse»vtoogi*ls of the unit andfor Collcgo. EiiiariiB*h'**ha unit ddd/o* 

Makiiig oftetlva use of fesomea ui •**^‘^'2 ^ .Mi-mjniM budaais fer the unit on sBoogic goaU to be accomplisned; moalBmng staM 

UuofResourcar. Mddnegomuiaofrasoiiicei.an4not*miniiln»or^^ 
looking foe waya to leduet costs: saying within buigett aUocasd. 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Oetst 8 (Sdp»g 
£ijcee^5 Ex^otfsrtono 
>3^(3 Ss^c8at0e?i9 

Uasdtts€dmc 7 



ImtM^nsni are«s of the ftictor. 







©(srsnitloB ®f "Meets Ejtpestetions" 



Encecds^SSBCi 
Coniiiictit5«i> Performence 



Qu umidi nt 

cn 



etatftms 



Meets ExpectatioBs 

□ 



: 



Below 






iCittiom 



UM Btltfac wy 

CD 




Definition of ”Meett Eaptetotions" 



r Meets Expecutioiis un»gg«onr 

o^fc, I □ 1 “ 

Coinaients on Performance 
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Ouisuo^ng 
Cxcced« £ipccfifioii9 
MeclB 

6€<ow Espcctscioos 
Unutlslbccory 



BttmPiflr afifftmgnw m oM &rt4t of (he factor. 

SurtniaM the atendiirdi and sitobliihsd perfbrmonce e^^pccuiltons in mnny important arms of (he ihvtor. 

Cnnd pertomnnciL Constsienily meets suindords and cfmblished perfbftnance expecroiions in importam areas of the factor. 
PerfQiiPvice d«a nai meet exoreueions in some Imporum areas ofdie fscior; Mow otpected levels, (mpiovcment needed. 
Perfoitnenee fails teelcw txBcctatiflna in many afeas of (he facttr Substomial improvement critie^. 



3. Factor / Goal / Objective: 



Action Plan: 



Definition of "Meets Expectations" 



O mstand ing 



Exceeds Exotciacions 



is ^cxpt aacu 
Cominente on Performance 



Meets Expectations 

□ 



Below 





4. Factor / Goal t Objective: 



Action Plan; 



Definition of "Meeu Expectations*' 



Commeiits on Performance 




Meets Expectations 

n 



Below 




BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Hseeei )9 (^xpeeEs?iocio 
JVQoe© dsQiesCoiiofds 
£ 8 {p 2 €(i& 8 toQ 9 
Uoao({«fbcto 7 y 



^ in oU of Uie 

Siifpsxcg^ rtiQ standaidst and wtoblishcd pcrfofn^cc tn^miow in mony insportant areas IM facwr. 
r««rin»rfor^nBco. CorastenOy fiseo jcandsdsoia ejiablishrt perfbrBiaBeo wptxiaiiore ia impon^ 

n i T r '" Iniportani apas ofihs fartor. belaw oxpowed levols. Impfovstneni nseded, 
t^h teiov. ffXBe«Mtoaa Miaaav^ofthe Sufeiteniiul ifflgroven'«m eriiicol. 



5 . ^astoir / Goal / Objactavs: 



Action Pto: 



©ef 3 ifi)HOTn or’Msees lsp««afiSioei(s*’ 



Ou ^tand tQg 



Eflcoed s^Exp^ iatiow 



Co 8 nni«nt 3 on Perfoyjwooc® 



MwU Expeetatiosid 

□ 



Below Expec ioiiow 



Unsi^^tory 



fi. Factor / Goal / Objeettve; 



Action Plan: 



Definition of *'Mcets Expectations** 



Ou^^ins Exeeedi^s^cuiioAS 


Meets Expectations 
□ 


CommeBts on Peifonnance 





Below 



g^tatlom 



Urw y«if«c wy 
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Outitandlnc Sxempifv neffomance in dll oivoi of the factor. 

Cxcrcds Cipcetadeitt Summer the xtandartls 8fi0 esioblUhcO pcit'Onnincc expcctaliont in many imponanc areas of Itie factor. 

Mam Eapectacions Good pcrfewnaner CoasiMemly meets ssondardi and estobilshfd porfdimance cxpcctaiions in important arsa$ of the factor 
Below Expccradoai Pentsrmanec does not met t in soma importam anas of the factor, Odow expected levels. Impiovemeni needed. 

Unsattofactery Performance falls heiow e^agetations in many arena of the fiietof. Subitantiol Impiovemem eritiotJ, 



7. Paetor / Goal / Objcetivoi 



Action Plan: 



Definition of ''Meets Expectations" 




Eaeccd i^E^ ctaliona 



Commeiits on Performance 



Meets Expectations 

n 



Below Ej^ 



Exge^ tauon 



Uni attsfac ttifv 



8. Factor/ Goal /Objtctfvt: 



Action Plan: 



Ocflnitlon of '‘Meats Expactatioiu" 



GasctdiJsBPctKioii* 



Comments on Perfbrmanct 



Meets Expectations 

□ 



Below 
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Oucstai’^og gjiemotai^ o^fformo-ice in evens of che fsccpr 

Exceedfl Esi^cffi8i0R3 SunaMicstfae stnwdafda GjteblUhed psrformoicc cxpectaiions in many iW^fiBRC areas of Ihc feclor. 

^fleets SspeeretioQs ^rfnrmnni^ Cofwisiently (mm suandos^ eswbli^efl performance enpociaiiOFio in tmpoioant orecs of the factor, 

Below Espeetortofio Perfonnsice ^toanot metsiiEffleeGKiQBa in some iwpORam areas of the fector; betow expected levels. lmpiOven«ni needed, 
(Uaflaftefeeioiry Perforenance foils belogjggcmtfQpi fa many aefls of tfve foctor, Sttbstomiai ntuproverogm critical, 



9. / Go&D / ObjootSve; 



AcfiOEi Plain: 



Pe^GitiQQ of '*Mooes ExpootUltilOitid'* 



Og yan^ mg 
Comimoots on Perfornmi&eo 




Meets Expectations 

□ 



8 «I 0 W Eiwi«« MiOB 5 



Utvt ai^M 



hctMy 



Insmictions; The supervisor must assign an overall rating to the employees’s cumulotive perform arce throughout the 
review cycle. The detenainatton of the overall rating shall be consistent with the rating scale defined below. 

OVERALL RATING; 



Ootstanding 
Exeacds Ezpeclntiotis 

Meats Expectations 

Below Expeetatioas 

Unsatistactoiy 



gxern plaTv perfomanee in all areas of the job. 

SumuMcs the standards and established performance expectations in many important areas 
of the job. 

rinon Barfermance. Consistently meets standards and established perfoitnance expectations 

in important areas of the job. _ 

Performance Hni»« not meet exneetations in some important areas of the job: below expected 
levels Improvement needed. 

P«rfamiHnre fintU helnw amectntions in tnanv areas of the iob. Substantial improvement 
critical. 



Outtrandmg 

CD 



Exceeds. 



Ions 



Meets Expectations 

□ 



Bdow 



ppe^ ioiU UnsytslepOT 
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development plans 

To be completed hv employee and iuperviior togatherjisiigjiLfonna^^ 



MAJOR STRENGTHS: 

In which peifonnance facwrs/projects did ihe employee excel? 




areas for improvement / ENHANCEMENT: 

Which perfonnance factors/projecu are in need of improvement or enhancement? 



action PLANS: 

What actions should be taken by die employee and/or supervisor to 
goal(s) during die next perforniance period? 

Action Plan 



improve the employee's perfonnance and help achieve 

Time Fnuna 



Emitloveet 



Supervisor; 



L that will be taken to Improve perfonnuice weaknesses In the cunent job or to develop additional 

employee skills. 
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EEVHEW ANID) REAPPOINTMENT OP ABBffi^STRATIVE OMCERS 
Umlversi^ ®lf Neluraska ° LMsoto 



L POLICY 

It is the poliqr of the University of Nebraska-lincoln to conduct an anTnial review 
of each inaimbent administrative ofScer, In addition, there will be a formal 
cumulative performance review at intervals not to exceed five years for the 
purpose of providing information to improve performance, recognize and reward 
outstanding performance, and determine whether the incumbent's administrative 
appointment should be continued. This policy shall apply to vice chancellors, 
deans, directors reporting to the chancellor or to a vice chancellor, and 
department chairs or heads. The chancellor may make this poli^ applicable to 
other administrative officers holding positions equivalent to those listed above. 

A. Annual Reviews 

Each administrative officer shall be reviewed annually by his or her 
supervisor. The supervisor shall dete rmin e the nature and manner of 
conducting the review. 

B. Cumulative Performance Reviews 

Administrative positions differ in scope and responsibility and the procedures 
for cumulative performance reviews will vary accordingly. The cumulative 
performance review shall be conducted in accordance with the following 
principles, and standards of administrative performance delineated in the UNL 
Bylaws. These principles and standards will also apply to units other than 
academic units to the extent appropriate. The principles are: 

1. The supervisor for each administrative officer subject to this policy shall 
establish the review period of each incumbent Ordinarily the review 
period shall be five years, but review periods for initial appointments may 
be a shorter period. Individuals reporting to the inc umbent should be 
made aware of the review period. In preparation for the review, the 
incumbent shall prepare a report to the supervisor of (a) the incumbent's 
past and current objectives and the succe^ in achieving these objectives, 
and (b) the incumbent's future objectives and proposed plan for achieving 
these objectives. The report or a summary of the report will be made 
available to the faculty, students, and staff of the unit and to such others 
in a position to observe, evaluate, and offer information relevant to the 
incumbent's performance. 

October, 1995 
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2. The supervisor shall solicit information and comments regarding the 
incumbent's performance from the faculty, students, and staff of the unit 
and from such others in a position to observe, evaluate, and offer 
information relevant to the incumbent's performance. Each person shall 
be encouraged, on the basis of those aspects of performance that they 
have directly observed, to suggest how ^e incumbent could improve 
performance, to give examples of outstanding performance, anA to 
comment on whether the incumbent should be retained in his or her 
administrative ofGce. In addition, the supervisor shall invite a 
representative committee of faculty^ from the incumbent's unit to provide 
a written analysis of the incumbent's performance. 

3. Once the supervisor has collected and reviewed all of the information with 
the incumbent, the supervisor shall meet with the unit's representative 
committee. In that meeting the supervisor shall review the procedures 
utilized in conducting the evaluation, the scope of the supervisor's inquiry 
including such information as the number of individuals from each group 
who participated in the evaluation, and a listing of ai^ other additional 
sources of information used in evaluating the incumbent's performance. 
(Nothing in this section shall permit the supervisor to disclose the identity 
of aiq^ individual providing information or any information that may be 
confidential.) 

In addition, if the incumbent is reappointed, the supervisor shall discuss 
with the committee the goals and eiq}ectations established with the 
incumbent to be accomplished during the incumbent's next term. In the 
event that the incumbent is not reappointed, the supervisor shall discuss 
with the committee the supervisor's eiq}ectations for the incumbent's 
successor and the characteristics to be sought in the successor. 

The evaluation and the decision whether or not to reappoint the incumbent to his 
or her administrative appointment is the responsibility of the supervisor. 
Reappointment of the incumbent following Ae periodic review requires a letter 
from the supervisor formalizing the actiorL The individuals who were invited to 
participate in the review will also be informed of the action. 



^Ordioarily, in the review of a dean or department chair or head, the proper committee wQl be the 
elected faculty executive or advisory committee that normally acts on behalf of the faculty of rliar imir For 
administrative oCGcers with campus-wide responsibility, the proper committee is the Academic Senate 
Executive Committee or a standing advisory committee in the «nir 

October, 1995 
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II. BACKGROUND FOR POLICY 

The Bylaws of the Board of Regents establish for the University of Nebraska- 
Lincoln a system of shared governance and within that ^tem delegates to various 
administrative officers the responsibility to administer the Universi^. 
Adminis tration is enhanced when clear objectives are established and the 
performance of adminis trative officers is measured against those goals and 
objectives. 

The Bylaws of the Board of Regents and the UNL Bylaws place primary 
responsibility for the review and reappointment of an administrative officer on his 
or her immedia te supervisor. The Bylaws of the Universi^ of Nebraska-Iincoln 
establish standards of administrative performance (UNL Bylaw 2.0) and provide 
that administrative officers of the campus "shall be appointed for a stated term" 
(UNL Bylaw 2.2.2), and that such officer shall "undergo armual evaluations of 
performance conducted by the officer's immediate supervisor" (UNL Bylaw 
23.2.1). In addition, UNL Bylaw 2322 requires each administrative program to 
be evaluated every five years and goes on to provide: "Normally, this evaluation 
should occur in the final year of the term specified in the appointment of the 
administrator." 

UNL has implemented these Bylaws by conducting annual reviews of 
administrative officers. Although annual reviews provide the opportuni^ for 
frequent exchange regarding an a dminis trative officer's short-term performance, 
administrative success or failure in achieving longer-term objectives can only be 
measured over a longer period. Thus, the addition of a more intense review of an 
administrative officer's performance is appropriate when it is necessary to decide 
whether that officer should be reappointed to an additional term. 
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FACULTY EVALUATION OF DEAN — LIBRARIES 

Solicit other’s opinions on areas impacting college’s programs, goals and objectives? 

Effectively manage routine financial and budgetary affairs of the college? 

Commit college resources and provide support for faculty research activities? 

Exhibit a positive and professional image of the college and the university to alumni and other 
external constituencies? 

Effectively make contacts that could result in private funding for the college? 

Effectively articulate college goals and objectives to internal and external constituents? 

Utilize input from a variety of sources in the college-level planning decision making processes? 
Commit college resources and provide support for faculty teaching activities? 

Commit college resources for professional service and outreach activities? 

Provide for faculty involvement in the governance of the college? 

Promote racial and ethnic diversity through curriculum and program development? 

Effectively solicit a variety of external resources for the college? 

Communicate college vision and processes effectively with the faculty? 

Delegate responsibility and authority appropriately? 

Promote racial and ethnic diversity in hiring practices? 

Respond to the needs of constituents in Nebraska/ 

Encourage and support the faculty to seek and write grant proposals? 

Promote gender equity through curriculum development? 

Celebrate the accomplishments and work of the college? 

Create an effective atmosphere for the achievement of goals within the college? 

Promote gender equity in hiring practices? 

Support high standards for faculty, staff and students? 

Celebrate and reward outstanding individual and program level excellence? 

ADDITIONAL WRITTEN COMMENTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED ON ANOTHER SHEET. 
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STAFF EVALUATION OF DEAN — LIBRARIES 

Solicit staff opinion on areas impacting their programs, goals and objectives? 

Effectively manage routine financial and budgetary affairs of the college? 

Exhibit a positive and professional image of the college and the university of alumni and other 
external constituencies? 

Effectively articulate college goals and objectives to internal and external constituents? 

Utilize input from a variety of sources in the college-level planning decision making processes? 
Support the staff in career development? 

Promotes racial and ethnic diversity in the college? 

Bring new ideas before the college for consideration? 

Delegate responsibility and authority appropriately? 

Promote racial and ethnic diversity in hiring practices? 

Respond to the needs of constituents in Nebraska? 

Communicate college vision and processes effectively with staff? 

Respond to formal and informal faculty and student appeals in a timely and constructive manner? 
Celebrate the accomplishments and work of the college? 

Create an effective atmosphere for the achievement of goals within the college? 

Promote gender equity in hiring practices? 

Support high standards for staff? 

Celebrate and reward outstanding individual and program level excellence? 

Develop appropriate staff evaluation processes? 

ADDITIONAL WRITTEN COMMENTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED ON ANOTHER SHEET. 




ERIC 



52 



University Of Nebraska-Lincoln 



Dean Evaluation 

Open-Ended Questions and Comments 



Please list the strengths of the dean in his/her work this past year. 



What are some specific areas in which the dean could engage in the future in a continued search 
for excellence? 



How would you rate the overall performance of the dean? Circle one. 

Poor Below Average Above Excellent 

Average Average 



Signatiue 



(Optional) 
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hnp://www.uron.edu/-libadmin/penon/peipolicyde*nrevirwhtni 



DEAN/ASSOCIATE DEAN ANNUAL PROGRESS REVIEW 



1. The Dean/Associate Dean's Progress Review committee will be elected in March, to take office in 
April. 

a. The General Library Faculty will elect one member. 

b. The Library Professional Staff Advisory Council (LPSAC) will supervise election of two 
members from the staff. 

c. The Head of Administrative Services will serve as an ex-officio member. 

2. By April 1, the Dean and Associate Dean will place a packet on reserve containing an up-to-date 
resume, statement of objectives (if available), and the most recent General Library Annual Report. 

3. The Head of Administrative Services will distribute assessment forms to all library faculty and 

siaffby April 1. ^ ’ 

4. Completed assessment forms must be signed and returned to the Head of Administrative Services 
by the end of the third week of April. Anon3onous input will not be accepted. 

5. The Progress Review Committee will taOy the assessment forms. 

6. The Committee wiU present the results at a meeting of the General Library Faculty, to which 

LPSAC will be invited. The Dean and Associate Dean will not be present during the discussion of 
their own review. 

7. The Committee will summarize the General Library Faculty meeting discu.s.«don and write 
progress reviews for the Dean and Associate Dean. 

8. The Committee will meet with the Dean and Associate Dean to present the progress review.s. 

9. ITie Library Management Group (LMG) will meet in closed session no later than April 30 to 
write its own progress reviews for the Dean and A$.sociate Dean. The Dean and Associate Dean will 
not be present during discussions of their own review. 

10. LMG will give copies of the progre.ss reviews to the Dean and Associate Dean. The Dean will also 
receive a copy of the Associate lean's review. 

11. The Committee and LMG will jointly prepare a summary of the Dean's progress review and will 
forward that summary to the Dean and the Provost by May 7. 

12. The Head of Administrative Services will destroy the individual as.sessment forms one month 
after LMG completes its report 



best copy available 
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ASSESSMENT FORM 
DEAN OF LIBRARY SERVICES 



Please evaluate : 



aiie«ll.*Bt OoQd 8«t M«ae work No Opinion 

5 4 3 2 i 0 

I. LIBRARIANSHIP 
Leadership 

' Administrative effectiveness 
1’ CoHegiality 
) Communication skills 

^ Understanding new developments in academic librarianship 
’ Innovation 

'! Effective use of resources 
J Sharing needed information 
: Working relationships with: 

a. University Administration 

b. Non>Ubrary faculty 

c. Library faculty 
<L Library staff 

! Promotion of good relations: 

a. with other libraries 

b. with professional groups 
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UNM Ccncni Libiwyt HomePsge 

7 Knowledge of library operations 
' Accessibility 

Success in meeting personal goals 
• Responsiveness to service needs 



University of New Mexico 

hnp://www.urmi.edu/'>libadmfn/perMm/pcrpoiicydeanfofm.htm 



B 3 cc«Xl#nt Oood 8at tlMda Work Onsat Wo Opinion 
5 4 3 3 1 0 



U. RESEARCH 

Research, scholarship, and creative works 



Kxealloat Good tat Wood# Work Onoat Wo Opinion 
5 4 3 2 1 0 



Ul. SERVICE 

Service to the University 
r Service to the community 
Service to the profession 
IV. COMMENTS 

If you have given this person a 1 or a 5 in any category, please explain. (Please use additional pages 
if needed. 



Signed: Date 

Return to Dean s 
Return to Policie.s 






The University of New Mexico 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 




Copyright C 1995 The Ur\ivcrstty of New Mexico. 

See out Standifd PisclMmeT ind Copvriyht Informautm Page. 
Comments to cwaii-al®unm.edu 
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PREAMBLE 

Following the recommendation of the previous Senate-Chancellor committee, this 
committee recommends the institution of reviews for administrators at five year intervals. 
The conunittee further recommends that new administrators be evaluated after eighteen 
months, as is common in the non-academic world. The primary objective of the 
evaluation is to recommend whether or not the administrator should be retained m the 
position for an additional five years or, in the case of new administrators, for the 
remainder of the first term of five years. 

The purpose of the five-year review is to complement the routine annual reviews carried 
out by each administrator’s direct supervisor. The primary objective is to recommend 
whether or not the administrator should be retained in the position for an additional five 
years An additional goal is the development of the administrators that are retained. It is 
recognized that all individuals are capable of improvement regardless of how well they 
are performing their duties. 

The review process is to be supervised by a Standing Committee that is advisory to the 
Chancellor. The duties of the Standing Committee will be to appoint the Review 
Committees for each administrator, to supervise and refine the review process as it is 
developed over the next few years, and to oversee the extent of compliance with 
recommendations of the Review Committees. 

A secondary goal of this process is the improvement of the administrators who continue 
to serve. Throughout its proceedings the committee has worked on the premise that this 
new review process will not replace the annual reviews of administrators that are 
expected to be carried out by their immediate supervisors. The committee recognizes that 
these annual reviews serve an important developmental goal in allowing me 
administrator and the supervisor to monitor developing problems and recognize 
successful performance on a regular basis. It also recognizes that these annual reviews 
may not be conducted on a regular basis currently by all administrative supervisors. It is 
important that the administration of the University ensure that such reviews are 
conducted in a regular, timely and objective manner. The committee also recommends 
that the university intensify the number of courses it offers for administrators and makes 
them available to more administrators. They should be made available to all new 
administrators. 

The committee has recognized throughout that the Review Process marks a 
watershed in administration - faculty relations and that it is of great importance to 
the future development of the University. It has tried throughout to generate a 
policy document that will engender a spirit of collegiality between faculty and 
administrators in working for the common good. It realizes that the policy 
developed has to serve a dual function, encompassing the short-term needs of a 
transition in campus attitudes with the long term needs of a conbnuing pmicy 
embodying mutual trust. In some respects the needs are in conflict \nth one another. 
When a greater level of trust has been engendered some monitoring procedures will 
be obsolete and could be discarded. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. REVIEW PROGRAM 

1.1 All adminisiraiors at the level ol” Department Head, or equivalent, and above will be 
reviewed during the tenth semester* in oi'fice. 

1.2 'All administrators (including acting administrators) will be reviewed during the 
fourth semester alter appointment to a new position. 

1.3 The review process will be overseen by a Standing Committee of seven. The 
functions of the Standing Committee will be to oversee and refine the review process, to 
appoint the Review Committees for each administrator and to monitor progress on 
specific recommendations. 

1.4 Five members of the Standing Committee will be distinguished senior faculty 
appointed by the President of the Faculty Senate, the remaining two members being 
appointed by the Chancellor. The chair of the Standing Committee will be appointed by 
the President of the Faculty Senate. 

1.5 The term of office of members of the Standing Committee will be three years and the 
appointments staggered to assure a reasonable rotation. 

1.6 For the Standing Committee and the Review Committees, faculty are defined strictly 
as those faculty who do not hold administrative appointments at the department head 
level and above. 

1.7 Records will be kept, and the Standing Committee activated every semester in a 
timely manner, by the Executive Assistant to the Chancellor. 

Footnote 

1. Throughout this document the word "semester" refers to fall and spring semesters and 
excludes summers. 
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2. REVIEW PROCEDURES 

2.1 Review committees for each administrator and the committee chairs will be 
appointed by the Standing Committee. 

2.2 Review committee appointments will be made in the semester prior to that in which 
the review is to be conducted. 

2.3 Opinions and information will be gathered primarily by questionnaire. All 
committees will provide adequate time lor direct testimony by faculty and all other 
constituencies. 

2.4 All proceedings will be fully confidential and anonymity retained except when agreed 
to in advance by a respondent. 

2.5 All reviews will begin with the preparation of a self-study document' by the 
administrator being reviewed. An up-to-date curriculum vitae should be attached as an 
appendix to the document. 

2.6 The second step in the review process will be a meeting between the review 
committee, the administrator under review and the administrator’s direct supemsor to 
discuss the constituencies to be surveyed. At that time attention will also be paid to the 
refinement of the actual questionnaires to be used in the review process-. 

2.7 Constituencies include faculty, other administrators, staff, graduate & undergraduate 
students, alumni and others. The faculty and some part ot the student body will always be 
surveyed. 

2.8 Alongside the review of the administrator, a review should be conducted of the 
organization of the office. This review will be used later as background information 
during the review of the administrator’s associates and assistants. 

2.9 The Report of each Review Committee will be completed by the tenth week of the 
semester in which the review is conducted. The report will include 

(a) the questionnaire with mean responses shown? 

(b) a totally anonymous summary of interview comments 

(c) general observations and recommendations 

Footnotes 

1. see Appendix A 

2. see Appendix B 

3. When a sufficient number of reviews have been conducted, statistical data for 
administrators in a similar position, by college and/or campus where appropriate, should 
also be given. 
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3. REPORTING AND FOLLOW-UP PROCEDURES 



3.1 The Report will be sent to the direct supervisor of the administrator being reviewed, 
with a copy being sent to the administrator under review. Shortly there^ter a discussion 
of the report will be held between the review committee and the administrator s direct 
supervisor. 

3.2 (a) For an administrator being reappointed, a Plan ol Action will be developed by 
the direct supervisor in consultation with the administrator being reviewed and the chair 
of the Review Committee. 

(b) For an administrator not continuing lor another term, for whatever reason, 
noufication of the action will he forwarded to the Standing Committee and the Review 
Committee. 

3.3 The Plan of Action will he forwarded to the Chancellor for review and approval in all 
cases but those of Vice-Chancellors, when it will he lorwarded to the President. Copies 
of the Report and the Approved Plan of Action will he forwarded to the Standing 
Committee. The Review Committee will then he asked to prepare a single sheet summary 
of the Plan of Action. 

3.4 The Report and the Summarized Plan of Action will he retained in a file by the 
Executive Assistant to the Chancellor and will he accessible to the University community 
and the general public in a manner consistent with the laws ol the State ol Tennessee*. It 
is strongly recommended that each administrator share the report and the Summarized 
Plan of Action with the relevant faculty. The detailed Plan ol Action will he maintained 
in the file of the administrator’s direct supervisor. 

3.5 A Progress Repon will be submitted to the Executive Assistant to the Chancellor by 
the direct supervisor eighteen months after the filing ol the Plan of Action. Copies will be 
sent to the Chair of the Standing Committee and the Chair ol the Review Committee*. 

3.6 In a case of unsatisfactory progress in the opinion of either the Chair of the Standing 
Committee or the Chair of the Review Committee, either should request an interview 
with the Chancellor and/or call a meeting of the original review committee. In the case of 
the Chancellor the interview will he with the President-. 



Footnotes 

1. Two members of the committee dissent Irom this recommendation and prefer that the 
file be a closed file. 

2. One member of the committee objects to sections 3.5 and 3.6 
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4. REVIEW COMMITTEE STRUCTURES 



All committee members will be faculty who do not hold any appointments at the level of 
Department Head and above, unless specifically stated otherwise. In all cases the chair of 
the review committee will be a faculty member. 

The reasoning here has been to follow the appointment structure currently utilized in 
Graduate School reviews with some modifications for administrators above the level of 
Department Head. It is believed that this procedure will eliminate the effects of any 
protectionism. It should also ensure a clear and open response from respondents and 
minimize the possibility of recriminations. 



4.1 Department Heads 

Review Committees will be comprised of three faculty from outside departments. 

4.2 Academic Deans 

Review Committees will be comprised of five members, one of whom may be a 
Department Head. At least three will be from outside the college, the chair being 
appointed from amongst those three. 

4.3 Associate/Assistant Deans 

Review Committees will have three members. At least two will be from outside the 
college, the chair being appointed from amongst those two. 

4.4 The Chancellor 

The Review Committee will have seven members, of which one should be a Department 
Head and one a Dean. The chair of the committee will be a faculty member. 



4.5 Vice-Chancellors 

Review Committees will be composed of five members, one of whom may be an 
academic Dean or Associate Dean. 



The following recommendations are made for certain specific positions: 

1. Academic Affairs. One member should be a department head. 

2. Computing & Telecommunications. One or two members should have 
significant knowledge of computing. 

3. Business & Finance. One or two members should be from the College of 
Business. 

4. Development & Alumni Affairs. One member should be a department head. 



4.6 Associate/Assistant Vice-Chancellors 



Review committees will be composed of five members, one of whom may be a Dean, 
Associate Dean or Department Head. 



It is recommended that attention to be paid to the specific functions of the administrators 
in terms of the expertise and experience of the committee members to be appointed. 




BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



63 



68 



University of Tennessee 



4.7 Directors, Non-academic Deans and Other Categories 

Review committees will be composed of three or five members who have no direct 
association with the administrative function, one of whom may be an appropriate level 
academic administrator. The decision on the size of any particular committee will be 
made by the Standing Committee. 

It is recommended that attention be paid to the specific functions of the administrators in 
terms of the expertise and experience of the committee members to be appointed. 



5. REVIEW QUESTIONNAIRES 

Some specimens of the questionnaires*, which contain essential specific questions that 
must be asked during the review process, are attached as part of Appendix B. They have 
been formulated specifically for use with faculty and other administrators, but are also 
appropriate for use by students, alumni and others. The response category NB permits 
questions inappropriate for certain responding groups to be ignored as necessary. 
Questionnaires for administrators with restricted job functions will difler from those 
attached in that an additional sheet of specific questions of relevance to the job function 
may also be helpful. 

It is recognized that each specific Review Committee has the responsibility of ensuring 
that the questionnaire they use contains relevant specific questions not listed on the 
sheets of Appendix B. Removal of any of the questions listed in the sheets of Appendix B 
would have to be justified beforehand with the Standing Committee. 

Footnotes 

1. The questionnaires have been devised after considering (a) those used during the 
review of selected Deans three years ago, (b) those devised recently by the UT branch of 
the AAUP, and (c) comments on the AAUP forms from administrators. Also foremost in 
our considerations was the need for an effective review process which was also 
anonymous and fair to all concerned. It is believed that the detailed questionnaires ensure 
that responses are serious, well thought-out and fair to those being reviewed. 
Respondents have the option of signing Sheet 5, if they wish to have an interview with 
the Review Committee. 
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6. SCHEDULE 



There are two schedules to be followed', one for all administrators and one for new 
administrators. 

(a) The principles to be used in the scheduling of the five-year review process are as 
follows: 

1. The process will be scheduled so that the task is spread evenly over a five-year 
period (ten semesters). 

2. For each class of administrator the order will be that of longevity in the 
position. [For example, there are five Vice-Chancellors; they would be reviewed one per 
year in the order of time in office, the Chancellor being reviewed in the fifth year of 
office. There are fifteen academic deans; three would be reviewed each academic year, 
the order being determined by the time in office.] 

3. Associate and assistant administrators in any office should be reviewed during 
the year following the review of their direct supervisor. The organization of the office 
will be reviewed at the same time as the direct supervisor, so that the associates and 
assistants can be reviewed in the context of the limitations of the office organization. 

(b) In the case of the review of administrators appointed to new positions the 
schedule is self-explanatory, namely that they will be reviewed after three semesters in 
office. They will be reviewed again on the regular five-year schedule during the tenth 
semester in office. 



Footnote 

1. The schedules are in the process of being prepared and may be available for the 
October 1992 meeting of the Faculty Senate. 
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APPENDIX A 

Self-study Document for Administrators: Guidelines 

Prepare a self-study document in which you respond individually to each of the following 
areas: 

1. Write a description of your position including all ot the major areas of 
responsibility it entails. 

2. How is the unit organized to carry out the major areas of responsibility ? 

3. Describe your management style. How do you reach decisions concerning the 
allocation of fiscal and personnel resources within the unit? 

4. What role does the faculty play in the governance of the unit? 

5. Describe how you interact with the various constituencies of the unit within the 
university; in the academic world; in the community; nationally and 
internationally. 

6. Describe how you continue your academic and professional development 
despite the demands of your administrative responsibilities. 

Attach a recent copy of the cun iculum vitae to the study. 
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APPENDIX B 

This appendix contains some of the questionnaires that have been designed by the 
committee for use during the evaluation process. They contain questions that the 
committee believes essential to all or most administrators. The exact form of any 
question may be modified by professional psychometricians prior to final approval of me 
qucstionnuirc by the Review Committee and the Standing Committee. Justification for 
removal of any of the mandated questions must be made by the Review Committee to the 
Standing Committee prior to change. The Review Committee may wish to add extra 
questions through the use of a sheet entitled "Specific Job Functions" if deemed 
necessary. 

The specific style of all questions on the Questionnaire, relevant to its computerized 
evaluation, will be considered by the aforementioned professionals, who will interact 
with the committees. 

The Questionnaires have been modified from the one designed for Deans to be specific to 
the other classes of administrator being reviewed. In the case ot administrators with 
specific or restricted job functions other questions will be appropriate and should be 
added through the use ot the "Specific Job Functions^ sheet .^It will be the task of the 
Standing Committee and the particular Review Committee to finalize the questionnaires 
to be used in each case. 

Attached are the questionnaires for the following administrators: 

1. Department Heads 

2. Academic Deans 

3. The Chancellor 



Several others have been formulated along the lines ol those provided, but are not 
attached. 

Please note that pages 4 and 5 are common to all questionnaires and have been 
provided only for the Department Head questionnaire. 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE, KNOXVILLE 

FACULTY EVALUATION OF ACADEMIC DEANS 

1 - poor; 2 - fair; 3 - adequate; 4 - good; 5 - excellent 
NB - no basis for an answer 

1. PERSONAL SKILLS 



Treats individuals with dignity and respect 

(a) faculty 1 2 3 4 5 NB 

(b) support staff 1 2 3 4 5 NB 

(c) graduate students 1 2 3 4 5 NB 

(d) undergraduate students 1 2 3 4 5 NB 

Shows no racial or ethnic bias 1 2 3 4 5 



Shows no gender bias 



1 2 3 4 5 NB 



Shows no sexual orientation bias 



1 2 3 4 5 NB 



Is accessible to individuals 

(a) faculty 

(b) support staff 

(c) graduate students 

(d) undergraduate students 



1 2 3 4 5 NB 
1 2 3 4 5 NB 
1 2 3 4 5 NB 
1 2 345 NB 



Listens to constructive criticism 



1 2 3 4 5 NB 



Responds positively to constructive criticism 

Effectively mediates disputes between 

(a) faculty 

(b) faculty and students 

(c) faculty and support staff 

(d) faculty & dept. heads 

Serves as a role model to faculty through 

(a) own professional development 

(b) tolerance of other opinions 

(c) receptiveness to comments 

(d) generating research funding 

(e) generating scholarly/creative work 
(0 response to student evaluations 
(g) interest in classroom teaching 

Fosters a spirit of collegiality 

Successfully articulates to the community 

(a) goals of the unit 

(b) needs of the unit 



1 2 3 4 5 NB 



1 2 3 4 5 NB 
1 2 3 4 5 NB 
1 2 3 4 5 NB 
1 2 345 NB 



1 2 345 NB 
1 2 3 4 5 NB 
1 2 3 4 5 NB 
1 2 3 4 5 NB 
1 2 3 4 5 NB 
1 23 45 NB 
1 2 3 4 5 NB 

1 2 3 45 NB 



1 2 345NB 
1 2 3 4 5NB 



OVERALL RATING OF PERSONAL SKILLS 



1 2 345 
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UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE. KNOXVILLE 
FACULTY EVALUATION OF ACADEMIC DEANS 
2. MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS 



courages faculty input in administrative matters 1 

Encourages democratic forms of decision-making 1 

Encourages faculty input in budgetary decisions 1 

Has developed an effective strategic plan in cooperation with 

(a) faculty 1 

(b) dept, heads 1 

Has negotiated departmental goals for achievement of strategic objectives 1 

Effectively reviews individual growth and achievements 1 

Adequately rewards achievement within the means available 1 

Provides incentives for faculty development (a) teaching 1 

(b) research 1 

(c) public service 1 

Provides adequate incentives for junior/untenured faculty 

(a) teaching 1 

(b) research 1 

(c) public service 1 

Encourages effective work load policies for 

(a) tenured faculty 1 

(b) untenured faculty 1 

Contributes positively to the improvement of faculty morale 1 

Effectively & adequately responds to 

(a) complaints/commenis by faculty 1 

(b) discontent within depts. 1 

(c) reviews of dept, heads 1 

(d) graduate school reviews 1 

Manages resources effectively (a) personnel 1 

(b) monetary 1 

(c) facilities 1 

Maintains effective relations with 

(a) same-level administrators 1 

(b) direct superior 1 

(c) upper level administrators 1 

(d) alumni 1 

(e) business/community leaders 1 

(0 professional peers 1 

(g) department heads 1 

OVERALL RATING OF MANAGEMENT ABILITIES 1 



2345 NB 
2 345NB 
2 345NB 



2 345NB 
2 34 5NB 

2345 NB 

2345 NB 

2 3 4 5 NB 

2345 NB 
2 345NB 
2345 NB 



2345 NB 
2 345NB 
2345 NB 



2 345 NB 
2345 NB 

2345 NB 



2 345NB 
2345 NB 
2345 NB 
2 345 NB 

2 3 4 5 NB 
2 345NB 
2345 NB 



2345 NB 
2 345NB 
2345 NB 
2345NB 
2 345 NB 
2 345NB 
2345 NB 

2345 
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UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE. KNOXVILLE 
FACULTY REVIEW OF ACADEMIC DEANS 
3. LEADERSHIP ABILITY 



Promotes affirmative action goals in recruiting 

Promotes racial/ethnic sensitivity in the classroom 

Promotes racial/ethnic sensitivity in the unit 

Promotes gendet sensitivity in the classroom 

Promotes gender sensitivity in the unit 

Actively pursues the acquisition ol new financial 
resources (a) internally 

(b) externally from governmental agencies 

(c) externally from business interests 

Encourages collegiality and interactive research 
by personal example (a) within the unit 

(b) across units 

(c) with other UT campuses 

(d) with other universities 

(e) internationally 

Encourages collegiality and interactive research among the faculty 

(a) within the unit 

(b) across units 

(c) with other UT campuses 

(d) with other universities 

(e) internationally 



. Effectively delegates responsibility (a) to faculty committees 

(b) to senior faculty 

(c) to assoc./asst. deans 

Does not defer major decisions to dept, heads 

Associate/assistant deans are adequate (a) in number 

(b) in professional standing 

(c) in political/personal skills 

Actively pursues the recruitment ol students 

(a) undergraduates of high quality 

(b) U.S. graduate students of high quality 

(c) foreign graduate students of high quality 

(d) minority students 

Encourages effective advising (a) ol undergraduate students 

(b) of graduate students 

(c) by personal example 

Serves as a role model by demonstrating ethical behavior and decision making 
Demonstrates creativity in the development of new initiatives 



ERIC 



Has a sense of vision for the future 
OVERALL EVALUATION OF LEADERSHIP QUALITY 



?5 



1 234 5NB 
1 234 5NB 
1 234 5NB 
1 2345NB 
1 23 45 NB 



I 23 45 
1 234 5 
1 2345 



1 2 34 5 
1 234 5 
1 23 45 
1 234 5 
1 2 3 4 5 



1 23 45 
1 2 34 5 
1 2345 
1 234 5 
1 23 45 

1 234 5 
1 23 45 
1 234 5 

1 23 45 

1 234 5 
1 2 34 5 
1 23 45 

1 23 45 
1 2345 
1 2 34 5 
1 2 34 5 

1 2345 
1 2 34 5 
1 23 45 

1 2 345 

1 23 45NB 

1 2345NB 

1 2345 
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UNIVEEiSITY OF TENNESSEE 



OPFICE Of ACADEMIC AFFAIRS • THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE, KNOXVILLE 

SVALUATIQN OF ACADEMIC DEANS 






This Is an evaluation of 



f>l6S66 Indicsti your response to the following items by circling the appropriate number. 



1. Provides forward-looking leadership for the Library. 
Exhibits ihtSgrity in administering the Library. 

3. fB ifffectl\^i tfi aohievitig goals. 

4, COffihiumatiS offeotlvoly tvith faculty. 

Utilizes IffptJt frdm an appropriate variety of sources in 

Amsmmmg. 

. Peals faMv wtli oompiaints. 

representing the Library to the Chancellor 
•afra vice Chahceiiors. 

Att\^\or\6. 

is t0 CultU>*fll diversity. 

to Sdjuity. 

Pfif^diSS ^idBderhld BtBndBrd6. 

tftTiphflsiS on instructional 

fleUmy. 

sppf^sprtstft ^rtiphasls on rtfscarch/croatlv^J 

aCwwty. 

SSS art arppwprlate emphasis on serv.ee/outreach 

fleWr^. 

T5. Creates a supportive environment for professional 
development. 

tSi is effective in managing Library resources. 

17. fe effective In fund-raising for the Library. 

IB. BvePall, 1 atii pleased with the performance of the Dean. 



Strongly No baSlo for 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Evaluation 



5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

B 

5 

5 

5 
B 
B 

6 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 



4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 



4 

4 

4 

4 



3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 



2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 



1 

1 

1 

1 



1 

1 

1 

1 

1 



0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

b 

0 

0 

0 

6 

0 

0 

b 

6 



flMSe^rftut tMs on the back of this sheet. 
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Washington State University 

Social and Economic Sciences Research Center 



April 9, 1996 



Wilson Hall 133 
Pullman, WA 99164-4014 
509-335-1511 
FAX 509-335-0116 



Washington State University has a policy of conducting periodic intensive evaluations of its 
principal officers. , Director of the WSU Libraries, is completing her fifth year 

at Washington State University. An ad hoc committee has been established to review her 
performance and effectiveness in her current position. 

We are contacting all Library and related faculty and staff, plus a random sample of other 
faculty and students. It is important that as many people as possible respond to give a 
representative view of the Director’s performance. 

The survey is being conducted through the Social and Economic Sciences Research Center 
(SESRC) at WSU, which is responsible for tabulating the results. To ensure that all responses 
remain anonymous and confidential, no identifying information is requested and all completed 
questionnaires will be seen only by SESRC personnel. It will not be possible for anyone to 
link a particular questionnaire or response to the person making it. 

Please take a few minutes to complete the questionnaire and return it by May 1, 1996 in the 
enclosed envelope to the SESRC. If you are on-campus, you can return it through WSU's 
interdepartmental mail system. If you are off-campus, a stamped self-addressed envelope is 
enclosed for your use. 

If you have questions about the survey, please call the SESRC at 335-8396 and ask for 
We thank you in advance for your response to this request. 



Sincerely, 



Study Director 
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Libr<i^ry Faculty 
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; . When you have completed the questionnaire, please ins^ it in the 
enclosed envelope, tf you are located on the'WStJ-Pullmah dampiis, 

. please drop the envdope'in the WSU mail system. If you’re located'off- ; . 
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VISION 

L Please rate Director on the following aspects of her vision for the WSU Libraries (that is, her concept of 

which library services are required to meet the needs of a multi-campus, land-grant university in the future). 
{Please circle the number of your answer.) 







Excellent 


Good 


Fair 


Poor 


Don*t 

Know 


A. 


Evaluating future needs of the WSU Libraries (such as 
space and equipment requirements, trends in patron usage, 
and changes in media services) 


-.4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


B. 


Creating an appropriate vision for the WSU Libraries 


..4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


C. 


Creating a strategic plan for satisfying future needs 


..4 


3 


2 


1 


0 



D. Please comment on Director : ability to anticipate needs and opportunities and then develop an appropriate 
plan. Written comments will be given carejul consideration and will be kept confidential. 
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LEADERSHIP 

II. Please rate Director on the following aspects ofher leadership oftheWSU Libraries. By leadership, we 
mean the ability to motivate others to support and/or implement the vision, mission, and goals of the WSU Libraries. 
{Please circle the number of your answer.) 

Don't 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Know 

A. Commitment to high service standards and excellence 4 3 2 1 0 

B. Integrity and effectiveness in dealing with people 4 3 2 1 0 

C. Leadership in recruiting excellent library personnel 4 3 2 1 0 

D. Leadership in developing and retaining excellent library personnel 4 3 2 1 0 

E. Inspiring a sense of common purpose and teamwork within the 

WSU Libraries 4 3 2 1 0 

F. Leadership in fund raising 4 3 2 1 0 

G. WSU Library progress toward achieving their vision and goals 4 3 2 1 0 

H. Director overall leadership oftheWSU Libraries 4 3 2 1 0 

I. Please comment on Director leadership ability. Written comments will be given careful consideration and 

will be kept confidential. 



O 
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Washington State University 



ADMINISTRATION 



III. Please rate Director or the WSU Libraries on the following aspects of administration. By administration, 

w'e mean the development and implementation of policies and procedures needed for effective and efficient 
operation of the WSU Libraries. {Please circle the number of your answer.) 

Don't 

Egccllcnt Good Fair Poor Know 



A. Responsiveness of the WSU Libraries to user needs 4 

B. Sensitivity of Library policies and procedures to user needs 4 

C. Appropriateness of Director allocation of Library resources 

(space, funds, personnel, equipment, etc.) 4 

D. The work environment within the WSU Libraries (judging from 

morale, turnover, etc. ) 4 

E. How well the major project of moving into the New Holland Addition 

was administered under Director 4 

F. Sensitivity toward diversity issues 4 

G. Ability to evaluate and improve Library operations 4 

H. Confidence in and respect of Library personnel (i.e., administrators, 

faculty, staff, and student workers) 4 

I. Ability to resolve personnel issues and/or disputes 4 

J. Objectivity of evaluation of faculty and staff performance 4 

K. Respect for lines of authority 4 

L. Ability as an arbitrator, mediator, and consensus builder 4 

M. Decision-making ability 4 

N. Understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of your division 4 

O. Support of division administrators (e.g., in making difficult but 

necessary decisions, etc.) 4 

P. The overall personnel policies and procedures ofthe WSU Libraries 4 

Q. The overall operation of the WSU Libraries 4 



R. Please comment on Director administrative ability. Written comments 

and will be kept confidential. 



3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 1 0 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 10 

3 2 1 0 

will be given careful consideration 
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COMMUNICATION 



IV. Please rate Director on the following aspects of communication. By communication, we mean a two-way 
process involving sharing information, listening, and imderstanding. {Please circle the number of your answer.) 





Eicellent 


Good 


Fair 


Poor 


Don't 

Know 


A. Communication of the needs, concerns, interests, and 

accomplishments of the WSU Libraries within WSU 


.... 4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


B. Advocacy for the WSU Libraries to WSU Administration 


.... 4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


C. Director representation of the WSU Libraries to 

state and federal ofBcials 


.... 4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


D Responsiveness to inquiries, requests, and problems 


.... 4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


E. Openness with which Director conducts the affairs of the 

WSU Libraries 




3 


2 


1 


0 


F. Director accessibility 


.... 4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


G. How well Director listens to and understands the concerns, 

suggestions, and ideas of Library personnel 


... 4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


H. How effective and clear the organizational routes for communication 
are within the WSU Libraries 


...4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


I. Direction and feedback Director provides to Library personnel . 


... 4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


J. Director encouragement of others to express their opinion, 

even when it differs from the Director’s 


...4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


K. Advocacy for your division or unit 


... 4 


3 


2 


1 


0 



L. Please comment on Director 
and will be kept confidential. 



communication ability. Written comments will be given careful consideration 



Washington State University 



EFFECTIVENESS 



V. Please rate the WSU Libraries’ efTectiveness. By effectiveness, we mean how well the WSU Libraries support the 
University’s mission of teaching, research, and service. 

Don’t 

EsceHent Good Fair Poor Know 



A. How well the WSU Libraries meet the needs of undergraduate 

students 4 



3 2 



0 



B. How well the WSU Libraries meet the needs of graduate and 

professional students 4 

C. How well the WSU Libraries meet the needs of faculty^ 4 

D. How well the WSU Libraries provide access to the collection 

through the online system (Griffin) 4 

E. How well the WSU Libraries provide access to bibliographic 

and other databases 4 



3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 



1 0 
1 0 

1 0 

1 0 



F. Promptness and accuracy vrith which library materials are re-shelved 4 

G. How well the WSU Libraries provide access to materials through 

interlibrary loan and document delivery 4 

H. Adequacy of the WSU Libraries’ collection of books, journals, and 

other library materials 4 



I. The condition in which library materials are preserved and maintain ed ... 4 



3 2 

3 2 

■3 2 

3 2 



1 0 

1 0 

1 0 
1 0 



J. Please comment on the WSU Libraries’ overall effectiveness. Written comments will be given careful consideration 
and will be kept confidential. 




78 



83 



Washington State University 



VI. SUMMARY QUESTIONS 

Written comments will be given careful consideration and will be kept confidential. 
Comments may be handwritten on this page or typed pages may be attached. 

A. Please comment on the WSU Libraries and their ability to serve the WSU community. 



B. Please comment on strengths and weaknesses as Director of the WSU Libraries. 



C. Would you rate Director overall performance as Director of the WSU Libraries as . . . 

EXCELLENT □ 



GOOD □ 

FAIR □ 

POOR □ 

Don't Know □ 



Compared with the condition of the Libraries five years ago, how would you rate the current condition of the WSU 
Libraries? 



MUCH IMPROVED □ 

SOMEWHAT IMPROVED □ 

ABOUT THE SAME □ 

SOMEWHAT WORSE □ 

MUCH WORSE □ 

Don't Know □ 



Washington State University 



BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

VII. Responses to these questions will be summarized and presented in group form. All questionnaire responses are 
anonymous, and results will be presented in such a way that individual persons cannot be identified. 

A. How closely do you interact with the Director’s OfBce? 

VERY CLOSELY 
SOMEWHAT CLOSELY 
NOT AT ALL CLOSELY 

B. Are you... 



MALE 

FEMALE 



C. What PRIMARY race or ethnic group do you consider yourself to be? 



BLACK or AFRICAN AMERICAN 
NATIVE AMERICAN or INDIAN 
ASIAN or PACIFIC ISLANDER 
WHITE or CAUCASIAN 
HISPANIC or OF SPANISH ORIGIN 
OTHER ETHNICITY(IES) 



D. Please check the answer which BEST applies to you: 

MEMBER OF THE DIRECTOR’S COUNCIL 
LIBRARY FACULTY 
LIBRARY STAFF 



E. How many years of service do you have with the WSU Libraries? 



F. Is your primary workplace located in Pullman? 

YES 

NO 



G. Which one of the following MOST CLOSELY describes your position with WSU Libraries? 

TECHNICAL SERVICES/LIBRARY SYSTEMS 

PUBLIC SERVICES (includes Circulation, Reference, IRL, MASC, MMS) 

BOTH TECHNICAL SERVICES AND PUBLIC SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATION 
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□□□□ □□ I □□□ □□□□□□ □□ □□□ 



Washington State University 



Is there anything else you would like to tell us concerning Director administration and management of the WSU 

Libraries? Any comments that you think m^ be useful will be appreciated. 



Thank you very much for your cooperation in completing this questionnaire. We believe the results will be helpful in 
representing the views of WSU faculty and staff regarding Director performance. 
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ND PROCEDURES EXCHANG 



A Checklist 
OF Recommendations 



This checklist is intended to assist those who are responsible for or who will participate in the performance 
evaluations of academic library directors. Its aim is to promote greater knowledge among those who participate in the 
director evaluation process, to foster both effectiveness and fairness in director evaluations, and to strengthen library 
leadership as part of the overall process of improving libraries. 



The Academic Library Director Today 

Today's academic library directors often hold positions of broad responsibility and high visibility within 
their institutions. They may be responsible for information systems beyond the walls of the library: education and 
outreach programs; archives, museums, and galleries; and computing and telecommunications operations of vast 
proportions. Virtually everyone on campus uses or benefits from the library and its allied operations. 

Clearly, the director’s leadership is a key factor in the success or failure of the library. Directors have 
leadership responsibility for envisioning the future of their organizations and setting goals to achieve that future, 
choosing and leading the best possible staff, managing resources wisely, fund raising, seeing that exciting new 
programs get implemented, and assuring that the technology is there to support those programs. Because libraries are a 
critical aspect of the educational process, designing and maintaining systems for evaluating the performance of library 
directors is now more important today than ever before. 

Ideally, participants in the director review process should be well informed about what library directors do 
and what should be expected of the director. More important, participants need to be aware of the director’s goals and 
expectations as well as her or his accomplishments during the period of review. Participants should also work to 
make sure that the evaluation process is one that will promote the growth and development of the director and the 
improvement of library services and collections. 

Key Leadership Roles 

In order to assess the library director’s performance, the variety of her or his leadership roles should be 
considered. Though the director delegates portions of these responsibilities to others, she or he has leadership 
responsibility for effectiveness in these areas. It is important to consider which roles are most relevant to the 
successful performance of the library's director. For some institutions, there may be other roles that should be added to 
this list. 

1 . Chief Representative and Spokesperson. Directors act as the chief external representatives of 
their libraries; they present and explain the library to others; they distribute information to people 
(especially influential stakeholders) outside the library; they inform outsiders of progress within the 
library; and they promote the library to external constituents. 

2. Campus Administrator. Directors actively participate in the governance of the university or 
college through membership on committees, standing administrative groups, and task forces; they help 
develop policy on information issues, but also serve the larger community in tasks that may have little 
or no direct bearing on the library or on information policy; and they may administer — or partner with 
others who administer — operations outside the library (e.g., information technology). 

3. Liaison. Directors maintain contacts outside the library with key stakeholders in the parent 
institution (e.g., faculty and other constituent groups, advisory groups, other administrators), as well as 
with stakeholders outside the parent institution (e.g., community advisory and advocacy groups); they 
build external information networks; they serve as a significant contact point for those who wish to 
influence the library's goals; and they attempt through interactions with outside organizations to 
influence the environment in ways that are beneficial to the library (e.g., legislation). 
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4. Monitor. Successful directors remam mformed about critical developments in the external 
environment, including changes in how library users use the library and what users need in terms of 
mformation services; they are aware of current developments in other libraries and in the library 
profession; they use that knowledge to solve problems and to develop new services; and they educate the 
parent institution and the internal organization about mformation and conunuiucation technology 
issues. 

5. Negotiator and Advocate. Directors negotiate with organizations and individuals outside the 
library to secure funding, reach agreement on key issues, and safeguard the interests of the library. 

6. Fund Raiser. Directors lead the effort to identify needs that cannot be adequately supported by the 
parent institution, set priorities, and gamer external funding through grants, gifts, endowments, and 
other development activities. 

7. Leader of Planning and Operations. Directors lead members of the library organization in 
developing value systems, visions, and goals for the library; they promote high-quality services by 
involving library staff appropriately in planning and decision making; they assure that there are 
performance measures and accoimtability systems and hold staff to them; they seek to imderstand 
internal library issues, problems, and operations in sufficient depth to make informed decisions; and 
they plan, coordinate, and oversee major multi-year capital projects, as well as smaller facilities 
projects. 

8 . Leader of Staff. Directors create and support a continuous learning environment within the library 
and encourage staff to actively participate in virtually all the leadership roles noted in this list; they 
monitor the human relations side of the operation, insuring high-quality hiring, placement, retention, 
training, motivation, performance evaluation, and reward systems; they practice "facilitational 
leadership," especially in leading a diverse work force; they handle conflicts and crises within the 
library; they take corrective actions when imexpected disturbances occur; and some directors may serve 
as deans with responsibility for librarians who have faculty appointments. 

9. Communicator. Directors share and distribute information within the library through staff 
meetings, personal contacts, and other means; they invite input from individuals and groups within the 
library, listen attentively to that input, and act on it for the good of the library and its users. 

10. Change Agent and Entrepreneur. Directors introduce change within the library by identifying 
problems, recognizing and seizing opportunities, and implementing new systems and programs; they 
promote experimentation and risk taking within the library (e.g., through the application of new 
technologies and innovative uses of networks); and they encourage staff to develop entrepreneurial 
skills. 

11. Resource Allocator. Directors develop priorities for resource allocation and design the 
organizational structure to achieve those priorities; they allocate hmds, time, staff, materials, and 
equipment to assure that the library is a successful one; and they authorize major resource- related 
decisions made within the library. 



This list of leadership roles is based on the work of Henry Mintzberg {The Structuring of Organizations, 1979) and 
Michael Ann Moskowitz ('The Managerial Roles of Academic Library Directors: The Mintzberg Model," Sept. 
1986). 



Checklist for Assessing the Performance Evaluation Process 



The checklist is divided into three general areas: review process guidelines, review process criteria, 
and review process participants. There are at least two important uses of the checklist: 1) as a framework 
for discussion between the directors and those who are responsible for evaluating them; and 2) as a tool for 
educating those who participate in the director’s review. Although this list is not meant to be conclusive or 
restrictive, it presents important questions that should be addressed during the performance evaluation 
process. 



I. Review Process Guidelines 

A. Is there a formal process for performance review of the library director, or are there other 
effective means for monitoring her or his performance and providing feedback? 

B. Are there documented procedural guidelines for the review process? If not, are the ad hoc 
guidelines mutually satisfactory to both the director and her or his supervisor? 

C Does the review have a clear purpose? Is it: 

• a decision tool (used to decide whether the director will be reappointed or given a 
salary adjustment); 

• a developmental tool (used to assist the director in performance improvement); 

• a communication tool (used to share information about campxis and library goals, 
problems, etc.); 

• or any combination of the above? 

D. Is the frequency of the review satisfactory to key participants in the process? 

E. Does the process result in specific, candid feedback that is behavioral and recognizable 
and that will help the director build on performance strengths and work on performance 
weaknesses? 

F. Are discussions of institutional and library priorities, goals, and objectives between 
director and participants part of the review process? 

G. Is there an opportunity for the director to provide documentation or context, which may 
include planning goals, accomplishments, constraints, and other contextual information 
that will help participants in the review to make informed judgments? 



1 1 . Review Process Criteria 

A. Are there documented criteria for the review that specifically refer to the director's 
position and responsibilities? Alternatively, are there generic criteria that are customized 
as part of the review process? 
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B. A principal measure of the director's performance is her or his success in achieving 
negotiated expectations as documented in library and institutional planning documents. 
Are the expectations clearly outlined and understood by participants? Does the review 
initiator provide an overall context for the review participants, especially regarding 
factors outside the director's control (e.g., a campus-mandated budget cut)? 

C Are the changing and evolving roles of many directors (e.g., fund raising) sufficiently 

recognized in the review process? 

D. Is there a distinction between the performance of the library and the performance of its 
director? It should be clear to those involved in the process which aspects of the library's 
performance might be attributable to the director's leadership and which might not. 



Ill . Review Process Participants 

A. Is there an opportunity for a variety of participants to have input into the performance 
review process, which may include library staff, library users, institutional stakeholders 
with whom the director works, and external persons with knowledge of the director's 
work? 

B. Is the input of those who know the director's performance first-hand given more weight 
than others? If anonymous input is offered, is it evaluated as such? 

C. Does the review committee include another administrator comparable to the director who 
can provide assistance to the group during the process? 

D. Is the director's supervisor actively involved in the process even though she or he might not 
be the review initiator? Does the supervisor give direct feedback to the director and 
provide participants with contextual information that will help them evaluate the 
director's performance? 
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